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ABSTRACT 

The questions of whether a number of equality and 
wealth neutrality measures agree, within the respective groups, when 
used to assess one state over time or to compare a number of states 
at one point in time are addressed. The basic analyses in this study 
show that for four assessments (equality in a state over time, wealth 
neutrality in a state over time, equality across states, and wealth 
neutrality across states), there is far from perfect agreement among 
the various measures and between units of analysis. But these 
findings result from a focus on a particular dependent variable, 
independient variable, pupil measure, two units of analysis, and a 
specific set of equality and wealth neutrality measures. The level of 
comparability for the variable limits the conclusions to measurement 
methodology and not to specific states. However, the selection of a 
subset of measures will make comparisons over time and across states 
more discriminating or less ambiguous. The critical question then 
becomes whether there is sufficient agreement on the value judgments 
so that specific measures and units of analysis can be selected. 
(PN) 
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"The Mexican Sierra has 17 plus 15 plus 9 spines in the dorsal fin. 
These can easily be counted. But 1f the sierra strikes hard on the line so 
that our hands are turned, 1f the fish sounds and nearly escapes and finally 
comes 1n over the rail, his colors pulsing and his tall beating the air, a 
whole new relational externality has come into being — an entity which 1s 
more than the sum of the fish plus the fisherman. The only way to count the 
spines of the sierra unaffected by this second relational reality 1s to sit 
In a laboratory/open an evil smelling jar, remove a stiff colorless fish 

from the formal 1ri solution, count the spines, and write the truth There 

you have recorded a reality which cannot be assailed — probably the least 
Important reality concern1n< either the fish or yourself. 

It 1s good to know what you are doing. The man with his pickled fish 
has set down one truth and recorded 1n his experience many lies. The fish 
Is not that color, that texture, that dead, nor does he smell that way." 
(John Steinbeck, "The Log from the Sea of Cortez," 1951, pp. 2-3). 
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I. Intr^ 

The goal of educational equity 1s a much sought after one; yet the 
measurement of equity 1n education poses difficult questions. The purpose 
of this report 1s to perform a methodological assessment of certain types of 
equity measures* equality and wealth neutrality measures, so that the equity 
measurement process can be better understood. A relatively large number of 
equity measures have been suggested In the literature and utilized by school 
finance researchers and policy makers. The analyses to follow compare a 
number of these measures to determine whether the conceptual differences 
among the measures can be documented empirically. More specifically, questions 
such as the following are addressed: 

1. When a number of equality measures are used to determine 
whether a state has become more or less equal between two points 
1n time, do the measures agree? 

2. When a number of wealth neutrality measures are used to 
determine whether a state has become more or less wealth neutral 
between two points in time, do the measures agree? 

3. When a nunber of equality measures are used to rank a set ef 
states from more to less equal at one point 1n time, do the rankings 
from the different equality measures agree? 

4. When a number of wealth neutrality measures are used to rank 

a set of states from more to less wealth neutral at one point in time, 
da the rankings from the different wealth neutrality measures agree? 

By answering these questions, hopefully this report will encourage methodologically 

sound equity evaluation. 

Although this report has been put together by a small group of researchers, 

the report's conception and the data base utilized throughout represent the 



cooperation of many Individuals and groups. In November, 1977 the Ford 
Foundation and the National Institute of Education jointly sponsored a 
meeting of researchers and policy analysts to discuss and determine the 
feasibility of measuring and comparing the equity of school finance systems 
over time and cross-sectional ly among states. At this meeting a number of 
Issues were raised and debated; one task that was decided upon was an empirical 
analysis of a range of equity measures and this report represents that analysis 

The group that met 1n Chicago, referred to alternatively as the "School 
Finance Cooperative" or the "NIE/Ford Conference 1n Equity Monitoring," 
recognized that certain choices needed to be made before the analysis could 
be carried out, so that a manageable project could be defined. With this 
goal 1n mind, at the meeting and through subsequent communications, decisions 
were made regarding various procedures and definitions to be utilized 1n the 
project. An example of the communications 1s Included In this report 1n 
Appendix A. 

Once the definitional criteria were agreed upon (not always unanimously), 
attention was turned to the construction of a data base. Various participants 
at the November meeting have been actively engaged 1n research 1n numerous 
states and a number of groups agreed to contribute the data utilized 1n this 
report. The states and years for which data were assembled along with the 
contributing group, are displayed 1n Table 1-1; a complete 11st of participants 
at the November meeting 1s listed In Table 1-2. The actual data submitted 
for the report are detailed 1n Appendix B. 

The remainder of this report 1s divided Into six sections and three 
appendices. Section II contains the definitions utilized 1n this report and, 
for each definition, an assessment of the comparability of the data. Discussed 
are the pupil measures, dependent (revenue) variable, Independent (wealth) 



TABLE 1-1 

29 STATE DATA BASE OF EQUALITY AND WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES 
ASSEMBLED FOR THIS REPORT 



STATE 


YEARS 


' i 






ALABAMA , 


72-73, 


75-76 






CALIFORNIA 


70-71 , 


71-72, 


72-73, 


73-74, 74-75 


COLORADO 


72-73, 


74-75 






CONNECTICUT 


75-76 








FLORIDA 


72-73, 


73-74, 


74-75, 


75-76 


GEORGIA 


72-73, 


75-76 






ILLINOIS 


72-73, 


75-76 






KANSAS 


72-73, 


74-75 






KENTUCKY 


72-73, 


75-76 






LOUISIANA 


72-73, 


75-76 






MAINE 


72-73, 


75-76 






MARYLAND 


76-77 








MASSACHUSETTS 


75-76 








MICHIGAN 


71-72, 


72-73, 


7? -74, 


74-75 


MINNESOTA 


71-72, 


75-76 






MISSISSIPPI 


71-72, 


75-76 






MISSOURI 


74-75, 


75-76 






NEW HAMPSHIRE 


75-76 








NEW JERSEY 


74-75, 


75-76, 


76-77, 


77-78 


NEW MEXICO 


72-73, 


73-74 > 


74-75, 


75-76 


NEW YORK 


75-76 








NORTH CAROLINA 


72-73, 


75-76 






OREGON 


75-76 








SOUTH CAROLINA 


.72-73, 


75-76 






SOUTtt DAKOTA 


73-74, 


74-75, 


75-76 




TEXAS 


74-75, 


75-76 






VERMONT 


75-76 








WASHINGTON 


70-71 , 


74-75 






WEST VIRGINIA 


75-76 









CONTRIBUTOR' 
(See below for 
full description) . 

LC 

RAND 

ECS 

ErRI-ETS 

GARMS-IDRA 

LC-NCSL 

ILLINOIS STATE UNIV. 

NCSL 

ECS 

LC 

NCSL 

LC-NCSL 

LC-NCSL 

RAND 

ECS 

LC 

ECS = 

EPRI-ETS 

EPRI-ETS 

GARMS-IDRA 

EPRI-ETS 

LC 

ECS 

LC 

ECS 

GARMS-IDRA 

EPRI-ETS 

ECS 

LC-NCSL 



CONTRIBUTORS 
ECS 

EPRI/ETS 
GARMS/IDRA 



'erlc 



Education -Commission of the States 
Education Finance Center 
Denver, Colorado 
(Mr. Allan Odden, Ms.Lora R1ce) 

Education Policy Research Institute 
Educational Testing Service 
Princeton, New Jersey 
(Mr. Jay Moskowltz, Ms. Margaret Goertz) 

Professor Walter Garms 
Tollege of Education 
University of Rochester 
1n cooperation with 

Intercultural Development Research Association 
San Antonio, Texas *j 
(Mr. Robert Brlschetto) 



ILLINOIS STATE 
UNIVERSITY 



LC 



NCSL 



RAND 



Center for the Study of Educational Finance 
Department of Educational Administration 
Illinois State University 
Normal, Illinois 

(Mr. G. Alari Hlckrod, Mr. Ramesh Chaudhari) 

Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under ,aw 
Washington, D.C. 

(Mr. Joel Sherman, |fs. Pam Tomllnson) 

National Conference of State Legislatures 
Office of State-Federal Relations 
Washington, D.C. 

(Mr. William Wilken, Mr. Robert Edwards) 

The Rand Corporation 
Santa Monica, California 
(Mr. Stephen Carroll) 



TABLE I- 2 ■ * 

PARTICIPANTS IN NIE/FORD CONFERENCE ON 
EQUITY MONITORING, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 
NOVEMBER 22, 1977 



Susan Abramowltz - 
National Institute of Education \ 

John AugenbUck . 

Education Commission of the States 

Charles Benson 

University of California, Berkeley 
Robert Berne 

Graduate School of Public Administration 
New York University 

Robert Brlschetto 
Trinity University 

David Clark 
Stanford University 
School of Education 

Stephen Carroll 

The Rand Corporation 

Steve Chadlma 

Congressional Budget Office 

K1 lllcent Cox 

The Rand Corporation 

Christopher Cross 

House Committee on Education and Labor 
Denis Doyle 

National Institute of Education 
Robert Edwards 

National Conference of State Legislatures 
Office of State-Federal Relations 

Iris Garfield 

National Center for Educational Statistics 
Office of Education 

Walter Garms 
Professor of Education 
College of Education 
University of Rochester 

Dale Hlckam 

the Ford Foundation 



Jack Jennings 

House Committee on Education and Labor 

' James Kelly 
The Ford Foundation 

David Handel 

National Institute of Education 
Jay Moskowitz 

Educational Testing Service 
Roy Nhert 

National Center for Educational Statistics 
Office of Education 

Allan Odden 

Education Finance Center 
Education Commission of the States 

Lora R1ce 

Education Commission of the States 
Joel Sherman 

Lawyers Committee for C1v1l Rights 
Ed Truax 

University of Rochester 
College of Education 

Walt Warfleld 

Center for the Study of Educational 
Finance 

Department of Educational Administration 
Illinois State University 

Lauren Welsberg 

National Institute of Education 
Bill Wllken 

National Conference of State 

Legislatures 
Office of State- Federal Relations 



variable, units of analysis, measures of equality and wealth neutrality, 
procedures for multiple district .types, ar.d preferred years for the analysis. 
At the end of Section II there 1s an evaluation of the types of analysis that 
should and should not be carried out, given the available data for this report. 

Sections III and IV present the analysis of the equality and wealth 
neutrality measures when used 1n'a state^over time. Section III Includes 
the. "assessment of the behavior of the measures usud over time and Section IV 
1s 'comprised of tables that document the changes 1n equality and wealth neutrality 
1n 21 states where data are available over time. The equalltv and wealth 
neutrality measures are analyzed Separately 1n Section III. Vor the equality 
and wealth neutrality measures the unweighted pupil and district units of 
analysis are assessed separately, then compared. The conclusions for the use 
of the equality measures over time are presented at the end of the first part 
of Section in and the conclusions for the wealth neutrality measures cvei tins* 
at the end of the second part of Section III. Basically, Sections III and IV 
address questions 1 and 2, listed earlier. 

The analyses of the equality and wealth neutrality measures when used for 
1ntr itate comparisons comprise Section V. The format 1s the same as Section III. 
The equellty measures are analyzed first and conclusions for these measures are 
presented at the end of Tart A. In Section V; the wealth neutrality measures are 
assessed In Part B of Section V and the conclusions for the wealth neutrality 
measures are at the end of Section V. Thus, questions 3 and 4, from above, are 
dealt with 1n this section. 

A limited range of sensitivity analyses are presented 1n Section VI. The 
weighted pupil unit of analysis 1s discussed and three examples are presented 
where the weighted pupil unit of analysis 1s compared to the unweighted. pupil 
unit of analysis In states over time. Two alternative revenue variables are 
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examined in the second part of Section VI and again ccmparl sons are made 1n 
several states, over time, Section VI concludes with a discussion of the 
issues raised by the exlstaiee of large cities and multiple district types. 

The conclusions from the report are presented 1n Section VII. The 
answers to the four questions listed above are summarized ascertain unan- 
swered questions are outlined. 

Three appendices are Included 1n a companion volume to this report. 
Appendix A 1s a copy of a communication among School Finance Cooperative 
members outlining the definitions that were to be used in assanbHng the data 
base for this report. Appendix B lists the basic data set by state and year 
and also Includes the pupil, revenue, and wealth definitions utilized 1n each 
particular state. Appendix C recasts the data in Appendix B by years for 
each state and district type so that data for each state can be examined over * 
time. 

In a report as Jong as this one, there 1s a great temptation to look 
directly at the conclusions concerning the equality and wealth neutrality measures. 
There Is really no problem 1n doing this but the reader 1s cautioned against 
jumptlng directly to the data and making conclus*r7^ about Individual states 
without carefully reading Section II, expedally Part *. It 1s worth repeating 
here, however, that this report 1s concerned prlRiHli with the behavior of the 
measures, not comparisons among the states. , 



•erjc 



II. Data Definitions 

• ■ * 

In this section the data definitions utilized 1n this report are described. 

The definitions employed Were agreed- to at the Initial meeting of the School 
Finance Cooperative In November 1977, that wis discussed 1n the prior section; 
As such, the definitions were chosen as the result of a group decision process 
where multiple objectives came Into play Including intertemporal and Interstate 
comparability, consistency with existing and available data, and managabWty 
1n terms of the,number of alternatives considered. .Therefore, an exhaustive 
set of definitions Is net Included yet the agreed upon choices allow for an 
Initial empirical Investigation of a number of key equity and equality measure- 
ment Issues. 

The specific definitions of the variables utilized 1n this report for 
pupils, school resources, wealth, units of analysis, and equality and wealth 
neutrality measures are discussed below. Also, the years of analysis and 
methodologies for treating multiple district type states are reviewed. Time and 
space limitations preclude a detailed discourse on the advantages and disadvan- 
tages of each possible alternative for every mea.ure. However, certain Important 

0 1 
alternatives to the selected definitions are outlined. In addition, for each 

variable the degree to' which the reported data conform to the. preferred deflnl- 

tlons 1s summarized. Finally, this section concludes with an assessment of the 

types of comparisons that can be made with the data gathered for this report. 



*A copy of the memo to the School Finance Cooperative members that sets 
out the agreed upon definitions 1s reproduced as Appendix A. 

ae t u .i hI5! S?!!!]^ ef1n1t 2 on J <Bp ]? ya ! 1n Mch stat * irt reported with the 
actual data by state-year 1n Appendix B. 
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A. Pupils 

Throughout thfs report reference 1s made to pupils or variables that are 
computed on a per pupil basis. The preferred definition of pupil or synoiymously. 
..unweighted pupil. 1s average dally membership. The obvious alternative is an 
, attendance based measure which 1s always lower than membership. 

The actual definitions employed 1n each state are described 1n Appendix B. 3 
Of the 29 states Included 1n the report. 20 use a membership or enrollment 
based figure while 9 use an attendance based figure. However, as the actual 
definitions Indicate, there 1s some variability 1n the way 1n which pupils are 
counted among states employing a membership definition. Yet, 1n all cases, an 
Identical pupil measure 1s utilized In each state over time. 

B. School Resources 

I In order to keep the data base and this report to a reasonable size, 
one school resource measure from among a number of alternatives 1s utilized. 
The resource variable used 1n this report 1s a revenue based measure that 
Includes all revenues from state and local sources except revenues for capital 
projects and debt service are excluded where possible. Revenues for compensatory 
education programs, food service, adult education, community service, and trans- 
portation are Included 1f feasible. Federal "Impact" aid 1s excluded from local 
and state revenues unless state revenues are reduced by the amount of the impact 
aid. The revenue variable 1s for a school district and always reported on a 
per pupil (either unweighted or weighted) basis. 

There are two major classes of resource measures that could have been 

Jmployed, given available data. One 1s ?n expenditure based measure that 1s 
sually defined 1n terms of "current operating expenditures" -and the other 1s 

3 See Item 1 or la, Pupils (unweighted), on the data tables 1n Appendix B 
for the specific definitions used 1n each state. It^should be noted that the 
terms 'pupil' and 'unweighted pupil' are used Interchangeably 1n this report. 
This 1s 1n contrast to the 'weighted pupil' count which 1s discussed 1n more 
detail below 1n Part D of this section under Unit of Analysis. 
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a revenue based measure that Includes different sets of local* state and/or 
federal revenues. Although many arguments could be presented for and against 
the various alternatives. 1t appears that a number of measures are "valid" 
but they measure different sub sets of resources. A complete enuneratlon of 

the characteristics of each aTteoiatlve 1s not presented here, but one parti - 

l 

cular Issue regarding the selected revenue measure, the Inclusion of all state 
revenues Including "categorical s", 1s discussed briefly. 

The basic Issue 1s whether categorical state aid should be Included 1n 
a revenue measure based on local and state revenues, particularly when the 
equality of revenues 1s 1n question/ An argument against their Inclusion 1s 
that categorical! are often directed at specific needs and, therefore, 1n many 
cases the desired result of categorical aid may be to Increase the Inequality of 
revenues, » 

On/ the other side, there are a number of reasons to Include categorical s 
1n a measure of local and state revenues. First, certain categorlcals are not 
need related "l.n such a way that they are Intended to Increase the Inequality of 
revenues. Categorical aid for municipal overburden and pensions are two examples. 
In other cases 1t 1s difficult to determine the purpose or Intent of the categorl- 
cals. 

Second, 1t 1s difficult to have confidence that categorlcals are different 
from other revenues when spending decisions are made at the local level. The 
exclusion of categorlcals from a revenue measure Implies that these revenues are 
targeted to a specific group of pupils at the local level when this may not be 
the case. 

4 A recent Office of Education report (E. 0. Tron, Public School Finance 
Programs . 1975-76. Washington, D.C.: USDE, USGPO, 1976.) indicates that, 1n 
1975-76, the $28.5 billion of state aid was comprised of approximately 83X 
general aid and 172 categorical aid. 



A possible alternative methodology that could take special needs Into 
account 1s to use a measure of "weighted" pupils Instead of an unweighted pupil 
measure. If categorlcals are targeted to certain groups of pupils and those 
pupils are weighted more heavily, then it could be argued that the weighted 
pupil measure should show equality of revenues because the revenue and pupil 

o 

measures are commensurate. Although the data for most states 1n this report 
do not Include weighted pupils, the states of Illinois, Florida and New Jersey 
do have such data. The Impact of the use of weighted compared to unweighted 
pupils 1s analyzed using the data for these three states 1n Section VI, Part A. 

All of the resource measures used 1n this report are revenue based measures 
that Include local and state revenues. However, the actual revenue definitions 
do vary and there 1s no simple way of summarizing these. 

One of the most difficult problems of consistency among the states 1s the 
treatment of revenues for debt service and capital. Conceptually, local and 
state revenues for debt service and capital should be excluded. Alternatively, 
all local and state revenue could be Included with local and state revenue 
financed expenditures for debt service and capital subtracted from the local and 
state revenue total. 

Local (state) revenues for debt service can be Identified when a special 
levy (categorical grant) for debt service exists, however, for several states the 
reported data are not sufficiently detailed or documented to exactly determine 
the manner 1n which debt service 1s handled. 

The situation for capital 1: somewhat more complex since a large portion 
of capital 1s not financed from local and state revenues but by debt financing 

5 In 1973-74, expenditures for debt service accounted for 2.8% of state and 
local revenues on a national basis. See Scott, G.J. and P.M. Dunn, Statistics 
of State School Systems 1973-74 . Washington, D'.C: NCES, HEW, USGPOTTyTT 



Instead. 6 It appears that 1n no case are the proceeds (receipts) frojjT^ohd^ 
Issues Included 1n the measures of local and state revenues. Furthermore, 1n 
most cases the local contribution and state aid for capital that accounts for 
the non-debt financed portion of capital expenditures are excluded from the 
revenue measure as desired. But there 1s not perfect consistency 1n the 
treatment of capital. It appears as though either debt service and/or capital 
revenues are Included 1n the revenues for 6 of the 29 states. 

There are also differences among trie states 1n the way 1n which Items 
such as social security and pensions are treated. In most states employer 
social security and pension contributions are paid by the local school district 
and are. therefore, Included 1n the revenue measures. However* there are some 
cases where employer social security and/jr pension contributions are paid 
directly by the state to the federal government or state pension fund so that 
these payments do not appear as a revenue of the school district. If employer 
social security payments or pension contributions 1n a particular state can 
be thought of as an equal percentage of local and state revenues, then equality 
and wealth neutrality measures that are Insensitive to equal percentage changes 
should be preferred for Interstate comparisons. However, 1n some cases, for 
example when the proportion of salaries that exceeds the social security maximum 
varies across districts, an equal percentage assumption may only be an approxi- 
mation. 

It should be noted that 1n all cases (with one minor exception, Louisiana) 
the revenue measures used 1n a particular state are consistent over time. In 
addition, for several states alternative revenue measures were reported and a 
limited sensitivity analysis 1s performed 1n Section VI, Part B. However, for 



6Cap1tal expenditures 1n 1973-74 were $4,978 billion or 9.3% of total 
1!™!?/***! rev «" ues - However, roughly 73% of these capital expenditures were 



most of the states analyzed 1n Section VI. Part B. total capital expenditures 
1*c04idiiiajthejiebt financed portion are subtracted from total local and state 



Finally, Federal Impact Aid 1s only explicitly mentioned 1n one revenue 
definition (New Mexico) where 1t 1s Included. It 1s assumed that 1n all other 
states Federal Impact Aid 1s excluded. 

C. Wealth 

The preferred wealth variable utilized 1n this report 1s a measure of 
equalized full value of property. It 1s recognized that other wealth conceptions 
exist such as fiscal capacity, 1r:ome, or Income adjusted wealth but the more 
traditional measure 1s used 1n this methodol1g1cal analysis for the reasons 
cited at the beginning of this section. The wealth variable 1s computed for 
a school district and always reported on a per pupil (either unweighted or o 
weighted) basis. 

A wealth variable of some form 1s available 1n all states except Alabama. 
However, the reported property wealth 1s not always equalized on a state-wide 
basis and when 1t 1s equalized state-wide 1t Is not always equalized to full 
market value. In three states (Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Carolina) the 
property values are not equalized on a state-wide basis. That 1s, the data are 
reported 1n assessed value. In all other states some form of state-wide equali- 
zation 1s 1n effect although not always to a full market Tevtl. For a number of 
states the ftate-wlde equalization percentage 1s available and reported 1n 
Appendix B while 1n other states this percentage 1s not documented. The existence 
of differential state-wide equalization percentages, both across states.add over 
time, will certainly influence our selection of a wealth neutrality measure. 
Ideally, a wealth neutrality measure should not be sensitive to alternative 
state-wide equalization percentages. Unfortunately, no wealth neutrality 




revenues. 



14 

measure can correct for the Intrastate variability caused by a failure to 
equalize assessments on a state-wide basis. 

^-JtoUs-of-^lysis_ 

The term unit of analysis 1s used to describe theway^fn^nlclPthY^Tsfr 
level data are combined to yield the equality or wealth neutrality measures. 
Two primary units of analysis, the. district and unweighted pupil, are utilized 
1n this report. A secondary unit of analysis, the weighted pupil, 1s examined 
on a more limited basis 1n Section VI, Part A. 



measures using the district as the unit of analysis are, for each district, 
revenues per unweighted pupil and wealth per unweighted pupil. For this unit . 
of analysis each district 1s treated Identically within each state. Therefore, 
the number of units 1n a state's distribution of revenues per pupil equals the 
number of districts 1n the state. 

i 

2. Unweighted Pupil as the unit of analysis 
The Inputs for the calculations of equality and wealth neutrality measures 
using the unweighted pupil as the unit of analysis are, for each district, 
revenues per unweighted pup'11, wealth per unweighted pupil and the number of 
unweighted pupils 1n the district. For this set of calculations each unweighted 
PUP11 1s treated Identically 1n the measures. The number of units 1n a state's 
distribution of revenues per unweighted pupil equals the number of unweighted 
pupils In the state. 7 

7 Another way of viewing the unweighted pupil compared to the district as 
the unit of analysis 1s the following. When the unweighted pupil unit 1s employed 
the district averages for revenues and wealth per pupil are weighted by the number 
of unweighted pupils when uhe equality and wealth neutrality measures are 
computed. When the district 1s the unit of analysis the district averages for 
revenues and wealth per pupil are weighted by one - as If each district only has 
one pupil - when the equality and wealth neutrality measures are computed. . 



1. District as th 




1t of analysis 



\ 



The Inputs for the calculations of the equality and wealth neutrality 
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3. Weighted Pupil as the unit of analysis 
This unit of analysis 1s the same as the unweighted pupil unit of 
analysis described above except now the weighted pupil count Is used 1n place 
of the unweighted pupil count. Weighted pupil counts are utilized by certain 
^titts-to-t^l^et-t^^ that some students may ^n^ed" more 

resources than others. Weighted student measures are only availableTof a 
limited number of states (Florida, Illinois, and New Jersey) and the data are 
such that measures computed on a weighted pupil basis can only be used for 
comparisons over time for the particular state rather than for Interstate 
comparison. The Inputs for the calculations of the equality and wealth neutrality 
measures using the weighted pupil as the unit of analysis are, for each district, 
revenues per weighted pupil , wealth per weighted pupil, and the number of 
weighted pupils in each district. For this unit of analysis the number of units 
1n a state's distribution of revenues per weighted pupil 1s the number of 
weighted pupils 1n the state. Note that weighted pupils are used 1n the 
denominator of the district level revenue and wealth variables 1n addition to 
the "weighting 11 of each district by the number of weighted pupils 1n the compu- 
tatlon of the equality and wealth neutrality measures. 

E. Measures of Equality and Wealth Neutrality. 

In this part the measures of equality and wealth neutrality that are 

analyzed 1n this report are described and a sunmary of certain characteristics 

of the measures 1s presented. An 1n depth presentation of the properties of each 

8 

measure is not presented here, but the interested reader 1s referred elsewhere. 
8 

See Beme, R.M., "Equity and Public Education: Conceptual Issues of 
Measurement", Public Policy Research Institute, Working Paper No. 4, Graduate School 
of Public Administration, New York University, N.Y., N.Y., October, 1977; and 
Berne, R.M. and L. Stiefel, "An Evaluation of the Federal Expenditure Disparity 
Measure," Draft Report to USOE, July, 1978. 



It must be stressed that the "equity" measures presented here are. far 
from an exhaustive set of representations of what observers and scholars of 
school finance have considered as equity. For example, many believe that equity 
1n school finance requires considerable Inequality of resources due to the 
special needs of certain sub-populations such as educationally disadvantaged* 
economically disadvantaged, minorities, city or rural residents, etc. Equality 
"Tieroires-tha^^alse-^w^^ account are recognized to be 

valid but are not considered 1n this methodological analysis. 9 A second 
example of a type of equity measure' that 1s not considered 1n this report 1s 
a measure that examines the relationship between school resources and tax 
rates. Finally, even within the classes of equity measures considered 1n this 
report, equality and wealth neutrality, there are measures that are not 
Included. For example, equality measures based on specific utility functions 
or wealth neutrality measures based on a constant elasticity specification 
have not been considered. Equity measures Incorporated value judgements and 
1t 1s Impossible to take all values Into account. This limitation should be 
kept 1n mind when the actual measures are examined 1n the sections to follow. 

The equality measures are described first followed by the wealth neutrality 
measures. Throughout this report both types of Measures are used to rank 
distributions; that 1s the measures are used ordlnally. Tha distributions may 
be for one state over time or for a number of states at one point 1n time. 

1. Equality Measures 
Stated very simply equality measures assess the dispersion (or equality) 
of distributions. In this case the distributions are of revenues per pupil. 

9 For an example of this type of analysis see Brtschetto, R. "The School 
Finance Reforms of the Seventies: Their Impact on Poor and Minority Students 
In Six States", Intercultural Development Research Association. San Antonio, 
Texas, 1978. 
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The actual definitions of the nine equality measures used 1n this report are 
presented first, followed by a summary of certain properties of the measures. 
The following symbols are used 1n this sub-part: 

N ■ number of districts 1n a distribution (state). 

Pj -number of unweighted pupils 1n district 1. 

REV, » revenues per unweighted pupil -In district 1* 

u - mean per pupil revenues 1n a distribution (state) calculated 
p on an unweighted pupil basis. 



P 1^1 



U P 



1-1 



N 

z: p 
1-1 



1 



The definitions presented below are formulated assuming the unit of 
analysis Is the unweighted pupil. The definitions when the weighted pupils Is 
the unit of analysis are similar except the revenue variable 1s expressed on:.a 
weighted pupil basis and the weighted pupils are used 1n place of unweighted 
pupils In the definitions. The definitions for the district unit of analysis 
can be derived by using the unweighted pupil formulations but now assuming that 
there 1s only one student 1n each district, that 1s - 1 for all 1. 

a. Range (RANGE) 10 

, The ranoe 1s deflnedas the difference between the highest and 
lowest values of REVj 1n the distribution. 

b. Restricted Range (RES RANGE) 

The restricted range 1s defined as the difference between the 
value of REV* below which five percent of the pupils fall and the 
value of REV J above which five percent of the pupils fall. 

c. Federal Range Ration (FED R R) 

The federal range ratio 1s defined as the restricted ^nge 
divided by the value of REVj below which five percent of the ; rHs fall. 



10 The representations 1n parentheses following the name of the equality 
measures are used to Identify the measure 1n subsequent tables 1r. this report. 
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Iterative Mean Deviation (REL MN DEV) 

The relative mean deviation can be defined as follows: 

_M p _ 

N 

1-1 H 



Permissible Variance (PERM VAR) 

The permissible va Ira nee can be defined as follows: 

J 

Z- P 4 REV 4 

i-i l_J 

" — 3 

M J! P 

1-1 

where M 1s defined as the median level of REV and districts li through 
J are below the median value of REV.« (Note 1 that REVj 1s thu pupil 
based median when the pupil 1s the unit of analysis.) The per- 
missible variance 1s, therefore, a ratio of the actaal total revenues 
In districts below the median to the total revenues that would be 
required for all districts 1f they were spending at the median level. 



Variance (VAR) 

The variance 1s defined as follows: 

N 

1-1 



N 

1-1 



Coefficient of Variation (COEF VAR) 

The coefficient of variation Is defined as the square root of 
the variance devlded by the mean (u ). 
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h. Standard Deviation of Logarithms (STD DEV LGS) 

The standard deviation of logarithms can be defined as follows: 

N 

r \i/2 

P 1 (Z - log e REv^) 2 

N 

Z p, 

1-1 1 



P, log„ REVj 
1-1 1 e 1 



Where Z - 



N 

Z p < 

1-1 

and the natural logarithm 1s utilized. 



1. G1n1 Coefficient (GINI) 

The G1n1 coefficient can be defined as follows: 



N , N 



21 T p\\ V 1 ' 1 1 " ] 



V 1al / 



I I P 1 Pj |REV 1 - REVj | 



Graphically, the G1n1 coefficient can be expressed as the ratio of the 
area between the Lorenz curve and the 45° line to the area below the 
45* line. 

The nine equality measures Incorporate different value judgements and a 
11st of these value judgements, posed as questions, appears 1n Table IX— 1 • \ 
The answers to tlje value judgement questions for the nine equality measures 
appear 1n Figure XX— 1 • Figure II-l shows that the equality measures Incorporate 
the value judgements differently and 1t has been demonstrated that potentially 
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TABLE II-l 

A LISTING OF VALUE JUDGEMENTS FOR EQUALITY MEASURES 



1. Are all units* (students, districts, etc) taken Into account 1n the equality 
measure? 

2. Does the equality measure always show an Improvement when dollars** are 
transferred from one unit to another that 1s lower 1n the distribution and, 
and both units are located on the same side of the mean? 

3. Does the equality measure always show an Improvement when dollars are. 
transferred from one unit to another that 1s lower 1n the distribution 
and both units are located on the same side of the median? 

4. Does the equality measure always show an Improvement when dollars are 
transferred from one unit above the mean to another that 1s below the mean? 

5. Does the equality measure always show an Improvement when dollars are 
transferred from one unit above the median to another that 1s below the 
median? 

6. Does the equality measure always show an Improvement when a constant amount 
of dollars 1s added to each unit? 

7. Does the equality measure always show Increased Inequality when the total 
dollars of each unit are Increased by a proportional amount? 

8. Does the equality measure record dollar changes at different levels of the 
distribution 1n the same way? Q 

9. Is the^mean level used as a basis of comparison? 

10. Is the medlaiHheVel used as a basis of comparison? 

11. Are all levels compared to one another as the basis of comparison? 

*The term "unit" refers to the unit of observation. In most Investigations of 
educational equality the unit 1s the school district. Districts may or may not 
be weighted on » student basis. 

**It Is assumed here that dollars (per pupil) Is the argument of the equity 
function. The same questions could be asked with other arguments. 



Source: Berne, 1977. 
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ANSWERS TO VALUE JUDGMENT QUESTIONS 
FOR NINE EQUALITY MEASURES 
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♦Not always true for very high end of distribution. 

§~irce: Berne, 1977. 
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the measures can yield contradictory rankings. 11 After this section, this 
report will assess the degree to which there :e contradictions tamong the 
meafures for actual school finance data. 

2. Wealth Neutrality Measures 

The wealth neutrality measures examined 1n this report are all designed 
to assess the observed relationship between revenues per pupil and wealth per 
pupil. A state's distribution of revenues per pupil are considered wealth 
neutral when there 1s no observed relationship between revenues per pupil and 
wealth per pupil. The actual definitions of the nine wealth neutrality 
measures used 1n this report are presented first followed by a summary of 
certain properties cf the measures. 

In addition to the symbols used 1n the last suh-part, the following 
symbols are used in the wealth neutrality definitions. 

* 

W. - equalized assessed property value per unweighted pupil 
1 1n district 1. 

V « mean equalized assessed property value per unweighted - 
pupil calculated on an unweighted pupil basis. 

" H 

TT 1 1-1- 1 1 



N 

. z P1 

1-1 1 

All but one of the wealth neutrality measures are calculated using 
regression procedures. The symbols used In the following definitions are ■ 
appropriate for the unweighted pupil unit of analysis. When the unweighted 
(weighted) pupil is the unit of analysis the number of observation 1n the 
regression equals the number of unweighted (weighted) pupils and the 
Independent and dependent variables and their means are calculated on an 



11 5 

"See Berne, 1977 and Berne and Stlefel, 1978 for a further elabora- 
tion of the value judgements and examples of the contradictory rankings. 
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unweighted (weighted) pupil basis. When the district 1s the unit of analysis 
the number of observations 1n the regressions 1s the number of districts and 
the Independent and dependent variables are calculated on an unweighted 
pupil basis. In this case the variable means (HT) are calculated using the 
distribution of districts. 

a. Simple correlation (SIM CORR) 

This measure 1s defined as the simple correlation 
calculated when REV, 1s the dependent variable and W, 1s 
the Independent variable. 

b. Slope from simple regression (SLOPE W) 

This measure 1s defined as the. slope coefficient 
(unstandardlzed) 1n a regression where REV* 1s the dependent 
variable and W.j Is the Independent variable. In a regression, 
REV ■ a + b| W, the slope coefficient equals bj. 

c. Slope from regression using W and W (SLOPE W2) 
\ This measure Is defined as the slope-calculated ^from the 

estimated regression REV ■ a + b, W + b 2 W*. The^lope 1s 
calculated at the mean value of Iff and equals b~ + 2b 2 ff. 

d. Slope from regression using W w 2 and W 3 (SLOPE W3) 

This measure 1s defined as the slope calculated from the 
estimated regression REV « a + bj W + b 2 W 2 + b-W 3 . The slope 
1s calculated at the mean value Of W and equals 
b ] + 2b 2 W r + 3b 3 (fi) z . 

e. Estimated difference 1n revenues between two values of 
wealth (EXP DIF) 

1 This measure 1s defined as the difference between two 

\ predicted values of .REV where the prediction equation 1s 

REV - a + b,W + b 2 W z + b,W 3 . The values for W. are the mean 
(w*) plus and minus one standard deviation of W. (The standard * 
deviation of W 1s represented as SDW). This measure can be 
represented as the following: 

a + bj (W + SDW) + b 2 (ff + SDW) 2 + b 3 . (?+ SDW) 3 > . 

S- (a + b, (¥ - SDW) + b 2 (W - SDW) 2 + b 3 (¥ - SDW) 3 
- 2b 1 (SDW) + 4b 2 (SDW)W" + b 3 (6SDW • ff + 2(SDW 3 ) ). 

, f. B1var1ate G1n1 coefficient (HICK GINI) 12 

This- measure 1s not a regression based measure but Instead 
1s analogous to (but not the same as) the 61n1 coefficient. In 



12 The B1var1ate 61 n1 Coefficient described here 1s based on the work of 
Professor 6. A. Hlckrod and others at Illinois State University. The definition 
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order to calculate the blvarlate S1n1, all districts 
are placed 1n order of wealth per pupil, from lowest to 
highest. This ranking can then be used to calculate a 
percentage distribution of pupils In order of Increasing 
wealth. Simultaneously, the percent of total revenues 
associated with the distribution of pupils by wealth can 
be calculated. Finally, for each pupil, the percent of 
wealth and percent of revenues can be plotted 1n a 
Lorenz-Uke curve and the blvarlate 61n1 1s the area 
between the curve and the 45* line divided by the area 
below the 45* line. 

Hlckrod et al. point out that In certain Instances 
there may be problems of Interpretation for the blvarlate 
measure since the Lorenz-Uke curve can cross the 45* 
line. 13 in the preparation of the data for this report, 
most data providers were able to Identify Instances when 
the Lorenz-Uke curve crossed the 45* line and the value 
of the blvarlate.Glnl 1s not reported In the date set In 
these Instances. 14 

g. Elasticity based on slope from simple regression (ELAST M) 

This elasticity measure Is computed by multiplying 
the slope from the simple regression (SLOPE M) by mean 
wealth per pupil divided by mean revenues per pupil. 
(ELAST U - (SLOPE U) (ffj.) 

M P 

h. Elasticity based on slope from regression using W and M 2 
(ELAST M2) 

This elasticity measure Is computed bv multiplying 
the slope from the regression using H and W* (SLOPE U2) by 
mean wealth per pupil divided by mean revenues per pupil 
(ELAST W2 « (SLOPE W2> (£j.) 

up 

1. Elasticity based on slope from regression using U, W 2 , and 
W3. (ELAST H3) 

This elasticity measure 1s computed by multiplying 
the slope from the regression using W, W<, and \P (SLOPE U3) 
by mean wealth per pupil divided by mean revenues per pupil. 
(ELAST M3 - (SLOPE M3) (ffj.) 

"P , 



reported here draws heavily on G.A. Hlckrod, T. Wel-Chl Yung, B.C. Hubbard, 
and R. Chaudharl, "Measurable Objectives for School Finance Reform: A Further 
Evaluation of Illinois School Finance Reforms of 1973", Illinois State 
University, Normal, Illinois, April 1975, especially pages 10 to 22. 

l3 H1ckrod et al, 1975, pages 18 and 19. 

14 When the Lorenz-Uke curves cross the 45* line the blvarlate G1n1 
coefficients are recorded as 0.00000 In Appendices Band C. 
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'J The nine wealth neutrality measures Incorporate different value judgements 
and a listing of these value judgements, posed as questions, appear In Table I 1-2. 
The answers to the value judgements for eight wealth neutrality measures appear 
In Figure II-2. 15 

As was the case with the equality measures. It has been shown that the 
different measures of wealth neutrality can yield contradictory rankings. 16 In 
the next several sections the degree to which these measures yield contradictory 
rankings 1n one state over time and among states Is examined. 

F. Years of Analysis 

Since this report utilized data that are currently available. It was not 
possible to obtain data for the same years In all states. As specified 1n 
Appendix A, the preferrei years for the analysis are 1972-73 and 1975-76. 
However, the summary of the data outlined In Table 1-1 Indicates that data 
from the preferred years were not available In all cases. Nevertheless, the 
available data are satisfactory for the methodological analysis carried out 
1n this report. First, data are available for more than one year for almost 
all states so that the consistency of the measures over time can be assessed. 
Second, data are available for over half the states for 1975-76 so that the 
measures can be evaluated among states at one point In time. 

G. District Types 

For most states analyzed In this report, data are available for all 
districts In a single data set since the grades covered by all districts, 
usually K-12, are comparable. However, for three states, California, Illinois, 



15 The blvarlate 61n1 Is excluded from this figure due to the ambiguity 
of Interpretation discussed above. 



16 See Berne and Stlefel, 1978. 



■erlc 



26 



TABLE 11*2 



A LISTING OF VALUE JUDGEMENTS FOR WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES 



1. Are all pupils taktn Into account 1n tht measure? 

2. Does the measure always show an Improvement when revenues are transferred 
(mean preserving) from a district to another with lower per pupil wealtft 
and per pupil revenues? 

3. Is the measure sensitive to equal additions to the dependent (revenue) 
variable? 

4. Is the measure sensitive to equal percentage Increases 1n the dependent 
(revenue) variable? 

5. Is the measure sensitive to equal additions to the Independent (wealth) 
variable? 

6. Is the measure sensitive to equal percentage Increases 1n the Independent 
(wealth) variable? 



Source: Berne and Stlefel, 1978. 



FIGURE II-2 

ANSWERS TO VALUE JUDGEMENT QUESTIONS 
FOR EIGHT HEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES 

(adopted from Itmt and Stlefel, 1978) 

\^ WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES 

VALUE JUDGEMENTS SIM CORN SLOPE W SLOPE N2 SLOPE W3 EXP OIF ELAST W ELAST W2 ELAST M3 



1. All pupils taken Into account? YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

2. Iaprovmnt for wan NOT NOT NOT NOT NOT NOT 
preserving transfars? NECESSARILY YES NECESSARILY NECESSARILY NECESSARILY YES NECESSARILY NECESSARILY 

3. Sansltlvt to tqyal additions 

to daptndant? NO NO NO NO NO YES YES YES 

4. Sansltlvt to equal percentage 

Increases In daptndant? NO YES YES YES YES NO NO NO 

5. Sansltlva to equal additions 

to Independent? NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES 

€~ Sensitive to equal percentage 

Increases In Independent? NO YES YES YES YES NO NO NO 

Source: Berne and St 1ef el, 1978. 
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and Missouri* thtre are gorups of districts that cover different grade levels. 
The data 1n these states are organized by district type and they a-e reported 
and analyzed as such In this report. 17 Once the Inequality and wealth neutrality 
measures are computed by district type 1t 1s Impossible to combine these 
measures for an entire state 1n a valid and simple fashion. Since the researchers 
Mho made the data available respected the district type distinctions, a con- 
sistent procedure 1s followed 1n this report. 

H. Conclusions and Caveats 

Given the nature of the data gathered for this report, there are at 
least four ways In which these data can be analyzed. In each case there are 
certain caveats that must be reported with the analysis and In the last two 
cases the caveats may be so compelling that the analysis Is Invalid. 

e 

First the data can be utilized to assess the behavior of equality or 
wealth neutrality measures over time 1n a particular state. Conclusions that 
would follow from an analysis of this type relate to the measures. That 1s, 
the question asked 1s whether equality or wealth neutrality measures agree with 
one another when used 1n time series analysts. Since the revenue, wealth, and 
pupil definitions are highly comparable 1n each state over time, the data gathered 
for this report should yield meaningful conclusions about the potential for 
contradictions among the measures when Intertemporal analyses are carried out. 

Second, an analysis of the consistency of equality or wealth neutrality 
measures for a nimber of states at one point 1n time could be performed using 
the data gathered for this report. Again, this type of Analysis focuses on 
the consistency among the measures. The primary concern 1n comparisons of 
the measures across states should be that each measure 1s computed for each 

17 An exception Is Missouri where data for the unit districts are used 
1n Interstate comparisons since 93 X of the pupils were 1n unit districts 
1n 1975-76 
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state on the same distribution of variables. The differences 1n comparability 
of the definitions of revenues, wealth, and pupils should not Influence the 
analysis so long as the basic properties of the distributions are not altered 
by the differences 1n comparability outlined 1n this section. Therefore, when 
the da. *< this report are utilized to compare the behavior of the measures 
across states, an Implicit assumption 1s that the Inconsistencies are caused 
by the differences 1n the measures and not by the differences 1n data compa- 
rability. 

Third, the data gathered for this report could be used to assess whether 
a particular state has become more equal or wealth neutral over time. A number 
of critical caveats must accompany any analysis of this type. 

First, only a sub-set of possible equality or wealth neutrality measures 
are presented 1n this report and furthermore there may not be consistency 
among the utilized measures or the unweighted pupil and district units of 
analysis. Second, the data 1n this report use a specific resource definition, 
local and state revenues excluding debt service and capital and this may not 
be the most preferred resource measure and certainly 1s not the only resource 
measure possible. In addition, 1n some Instances local and state revenues for 
debt service and capital could not be separated from the revenue data. Third, 
1n most states unweighted pupils are utilized rather than weighted pupils and 
there are some who believe that weighed pupil measures should be employed when 
categorical state aid 1s Included 1n the resource variable. Thus, this data 
set has certain drawbacks for making conclusions about the equity 1n a particular 
state over time. 

Fourth, the data could be used to assess the equality or wealth neutrality 
o^ a particular state compared to other states at one point 1n time. The caveats 
that must accompany conclusions of this sort are very serious and tend to cast 
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considerable doubt on the meaningful ness of the conclusions for a given state 
at a particular point 1n time. Here comparability across states 1s t> critical 
Issue and a determination of the magnitude of the comparability problem must 
await a sensitivity analysis of a more comparable data ?et, although certain 
sensitivity analyses are undertaken 1n this report. It 1s fair to say that the 
problems of comparability 1n the revenue* wealth, and pupil variables would 
preclude most analysts from making conclusions about a particular state at a 
point 1n time. In addition to the comparability problems* the Issues cited 
above Including the selection of a particular equity measure, the appropriate 
unit of analysis* the precise resource variable and the pupil weight all must 
be taken Into account when making Interstate comparisons. 

Based* 1n part, on this assessment* this report focuses almost entirely 
on the first two methodological assessments although the conclusions 1n various 
states over time are briefly considered. In no Instances are the data used to 
assess the position of one state relative to others at one point 1n time. 
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III. Analysis of Equality and Wealth Neutrality Measures Over Time 

The purpose of this section and the next 1s to assess the performance 
of the equality and wealth neutrality measures when they are used to determine 
whether a single state has become more equal or more wealth neutral over time. 
The behavior of the measures within states over time are examined to determine 
whether the different equality and different wealth neutrality measures agree 
with o\ contradict one another. Furthermore, where contradictions exist the 
nature of the contradictions are examined particularly 1n relation t"> the 
properties of the measures outlined 1n Section II. First the equality measures 
are examined, then the wealth neutrality measures. The actual behavior of the 
measures when used over time in Individual states 1s displayed for each state 
1n Section IV of the report. 

A. Equality Measures 

The behavior of the nine equality measures, when used 1n a state over 
time, 1s discussed 1n four parts. First, the agreement among the equality 
measures 1n Individual states over time 1s assessed when the measures are 
computed using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis and second, for the district 
unit of analysis. The degree to which the measures agree between the two units 
of analysis when used 1n a state over time Is examined 1n the third part and 
the conclusions for the equality measures are presented In the fourth part. 

The data availability permits Intertemporal comparisons among the 
equality measures for 21 states. In 15 of these cases data are available for 
two years, however, 1n one case data are available for three years, In four 
cases for four years, and 1n one case for five years. In addition, 1n three 
states the data art organized by multiple district types. If, 1n each state 
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or district type within a state, the most recent year available 1s compared to 
every other year available, a simple of 44 Intertemporal comparisons Is defined 
and these 44 Intertemporal comparisons are utilized throughout this part to 
assess the agreement among the equality measures. Note that an Intertemporal 
comparison refers to the use of a number of. equality measures to assess 
whether a state has become more or less equal between two points In time and 
the sample just described has 44 Intertemporal comparisons. The Intertemporal 
comparisons using the nine equality measures for this 44 observation sample, 
are all displayed In Section IV of this report. It should be no terf that since 
California data are available for five years and are organized In three district 
types, twelve of the 44 observations In the sample are for California, This Is 
taken Into/ account In the presentation and analysis to follow. 

These 44 observations are not the only possible Intertemporal compart* 
sons that can be made with the available data. If the Intertemporal compart* 
sons are not limited to the most recent year availably then an additional 31 
comparisons (18 of which are for California) can be generated yteldtng a 
75 observation population. These additional Intertemporal coupartsons are 
used In the next part In order to test the robustness of the ftndtngs from 
the 44 observation sample when the unweighted pupil 1s the untt of analysis, 

1. Assessment of Equality Measures In States Over Time Using 
Unweighted Pupil Unit of Analysis 

The particular question addressed In this part may be stated as follows! 

When a number of equality measures, computed using the unweighted 
pupil unit of analysis, are used to determine whether a state has 
become more or lens equal between two points In time, do the 
equality Measures agree? 

In other words, If we pick two points In time for a state and compute a number 

of equality measures using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis, will the 

measures all show movement In the seme direction? 
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The least restrictive way to assess the extent to which there 1s agreement 
or contradiction among the measures 1s to compute the percentage of the time 
all nine equality measures 1n each Intertemporal comparison agree for a sample 
of Intertemporal comparisons. As displayed !n Table Ill-l, the nine equality 
measures agree 1n seven cases 1n the 44 observation sample, or 161 of the time. 

The 44 observation sample can be restricted to one observation or 
Intertemporal comparison per state by selecting the observation for the unit 
(K-12) districts when there are multiple district types, and by selecting the 
comparison for the longest time period when there are more than two years 
available for the state. In th1s^2l state sample (one per state) there 1s 
complete agreement among the nine equality measures 1n six out of 21 or 14X 
of the cases. If the Intertemporal comparisons are not restricted to use the 
end year for all available comparisons, there are 75 comparisons 1n all that 
can be made. In this population of 75 Intertemporal comparisons, there 1s 
ccnplete agreement 1n 12 out of 75 or 16X of the cases. These figures for the 
three samples are displayed 1n Table I I 1-2 . Thus all nine equality measures 
agree 1n about one 1n eight cases. 

In order to select a smaller number of equality measures, with the 
potential of Increasing the level of agreement, particular value judgments 
must be relied upon. An examination of Figure II-l shows that only the range (R), 
restricted range (RR), and va» ance (VAR) are sensitive to equal .percentage 
Increases. It 1s probably safe to assume that most people would prefer a 
measure that 1s Insensitive to equal percentage Increases when the equality 
measures are used over time since this property provides an approximate control 
for Inflation. 

If the set of equality measures 1s reduced to six, eliminating the range, 
restricted range, and variance, the level of agreement Increases considerably. 
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In Table II 1-1 tht eases where only the range, restricted rangt or variance 
contradict tht othtr six measures are Identified for the 44 observation sample. 
The ax tent to which tha other six equality measures that are Insensitive to 
equal parcentaga Increases (Federal Range Ration (FRR), Relative Hem Deviation 
(WD), Permissible Variance (PV), Coefficient of Variation (COV), Standard 
Deviation of Logarithm (LOGS), 61n1 Coefficient (GIN!)} agree Is summarized for 
all three samples In Table III-2. Now, agreement Is closa to the 50* laval. 
However, It Is Important to keep In mind that this required some restrictions 
In value judgMnts beyond the selection of the nine equality Measure, which 1s 
Itself a value judgment. 

If additional value judgments are accepted the number of equality 
measures that are utilized for comparisons can be reduced further. For 
example, the Federal range ratio and the permissible variance could be 
excluded because they Ignore part of the distribution. Furthermore, the 
relative mean deviation could be excluded since It Ignores transfers on one 
(either) side of the mean. Acceptance of these value judgments reduces the 
number of equality measures to threei the coefficient of variation, standard 
deviation of logarithms and Glnl coefficient. It should be noted that the 
standard deviation of logarithms does not show an Improvement for all 
transfers In the upper part of the distribution but this abbaratlon occurs 
only at the very high end of the distribution, while It occurs for all 
transfers thet do not cross the mean for the relative mean deviation. 

Wth only three equality measures agreement Is considerable. As shown 
In Table III-2, agreement among the coefficient of variation/standard 
deviation of logarithms and Glnl coefficient ranges from 86S In the 21 
observation sample to g3% In the 44 
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Key to Tables III-1, III-3, III-5 



R 

RR 

FRR 

RMD 

PV 

VAR 

COV 

LOGS 

GIN' 

M 
L 

? 



Range 

Restricted Range 
Federal Range Ratio 
Relative Mean Deviation 
Permissible Variance 
Variance 

Coefficient of Variation 
Standard Deviation of Logarithms 
G1n1 Coefficient 

More Equal 
Less Equal 

Uncertain Regarding Equality Change 



* * * * 

Years are represented by first year of academic year. Thus, 
72-75 represent 1972-73 to~T975-76. 

Entries 1n Column headed "ALL AGREE EXCEPT R, RR, VAR* Indicate 
measures that contradict with six equality measures: FRR, RMD, PV, 
COV. LOGS. GINI. 

Entries 1n column headed "COV. LOG. GINI AGREE BUT CONTRADICTION 
AMONG" Indicate measures that contradict with three equality 
measures: COV, LOG, GINI. 
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TABLE I I 1-2 

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT AND CONTRADICTIONS 
AMONG EQUALITY MEASURES USED INTERTEMPORALLY, v± . . 

UNWEIGHTED PUPIL UNIT OF ANALYSIS ^ *Ji ^ 



Ccnpltte AgrtoMnt Agreement \ Agreement Contradiction 

AMng Nine . Except Awong Among 

Equality Measures R. RR. VAR COY. LOGS. GINI COV. LOSS. 6INI 



44 Observation Sample 



16X 



55X 



93% 



7% 



21 Observation Sample 



14% 



43% 



86% 



14% 



75 Observation Population 



16% 



51% 



89% 



111 



HO ^ 



9 

ERIC 



it * 



42 



39 



observation sample. However, this level of agreement Is obtainable only 
with the acceptance of particular value judgments that some people may find 
disagreeable. 

2. Assessment of Equality Measures In States Over Time Using 
District Unit of Analysis 

The specific question addressed In this part may be stated as follows: 

When a number of equality measures, computed using the district unit 
of analysis, are used to determine whether a state has become more 
or less equal between two points In time, do the equality measures 
agree? 

In other words, If we select two points In time for a state and compute a 

number of equality measures using the district unit of analysis, will the 

measures all show movement In the same direction? 

The strategy utilized In the last part for the unweighted pupil unit of 

analysis Is used here for the district unit of analysis except that only the 

2 

44 observation and 21 observation (one per state) samples are discussed. 

First, when all nine equality measures are used In the Intertemporal 
comparisons computed on district unit of analysis, Table III-3 Indicates that 
In 11 of 44 or 25% of the cases the nine equality measures are In complete 
agreement. The results for the sample of 21, restricted to one observation 
per state, are quite similar; In six of the 21 or 291 of the cases the nine 
equality measures completely agree. These results as well as those for the 
subsets of equality measures are displayed In Table III-4, 

If only the six equality measures that are Insensitive to equal percentage 
Increases are used In the Intertemporal comparisons then there is agreement 
aaong the six measures In 55% of the observations In the sample of 44 and 

Vhe Inclusion of the Relative Wean Deviation In this last group does not 
change the levels of agreement appreciably 1n the 44 observation sample . 

2 The Inclusion of the 75 observation sample would not change the findings 
In this part In any significant way. 
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TABLE II 1-4 

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT AND CONTRADICTIONS 
AMONG EQUALITY MEASURES USED INTERTEMPORALLY. 
DISTRICT UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



Complete Agreement Agreement Agrteatnt Contradiction 

Anong N1nt Except Amng AMng 

Equality Measures R. RR. VAR COV. LOGS. GINI COV. LOGS. GINI 



44 Observation Sanple Z5X 55% 89% 11% 

21 Observation Staple 29% 57% 90% 10* 
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agreement in 57% of the cases 1n the sample of 21. Finally, when only the 
coefficient of variation, standard deviation of logarithms, and G1n1 
coefficient are examined there 1s agreement among the three 1n 89% and 90% 
of the cases 1n the 44 and 21 observation samples, respectively. 

Although the results for the complete agreement among the nine equality 
measures and agreement among the six equality measures show somewhat more 
agreement for the district compared to the unweighted pupil unit of analysis, 
the overall pattern of the results Is quite similar. That Is, certain value 
judgments must be used to reduce the number of equality measures from the 
original nine before 1t can be said that there 1s considerable agreement 
among the measures. If the equity evaluation 1s content to use the coefficient 
of variation, standard deviation of logarithms, and G1n1 coefficient, then 1n 
roughtly 90% of the cases, using the district (or pupil) unit of analysis, the 
state appears to be moving toward or away from equality and 1n only 10% of the 
cases would the determination be uncertain. 3 But the use of only three measures 
may not be in line with most people's value judgments ^ 

3. Assessment of Equality Measures In States Over Time; Comparison 
of District and Unweighted Pupil Units of Analysis 

The specific question addressed In this part may be specified as follows: 

When nine equality measures are used to determine whether a 
state has become more or less equal between two points 1n time, 
do the findings from the equality measures computed using a 
district unit of analysis agree with the findings from the same 
equality measures using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis? 

The focus 1n this assessment 1s not whether there 1s agreement among the 

measures for one unit of analysis but whether the Individual equality measures 
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^The relative mean deviation can be added to the three measures discussed 
here and the percentage 1n agreement would not drop below 80% 1n the 44 or 21 
case samples using the districts as the unit of analysis. 
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44 

are consistent across units of analysis. In other words, If for a state 
between two points 1n time using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis the 
coefficient of variation Indicates more equality and the 61n1 coefficient 
less equality the assessment In this part determines whether the same 
more-less pattern prevails when the district unit of analysis 1s utilized. 

The assessment of the behavior of the equality measures computed using 
both units of analysis 1s displayed 1n Table II 1-5. This table Indicates that 
1n eleven of the 44 cases the conclusions from each of the nine equality 
measures agree across units of analysis. This does not necessarily mean that 
all eighteen measures for each Intertemporal comparison are the same. It 
does Indicate that, when compared pa 1rw1se across units of analysis, there 1s 
agreement 1n 25X of the cases for all nine equality measures. The agreement 
for the 21 case sample 1s 24%. 

The extent of the contradictions among the palrwlse comparisons across 
units of analysis 1s also displayed 1n Table III-5. A summary of the contra- 
dictions for the 44 and 21 observation samples appears 1n Tables III-6 and 
III-7. Table III-6 Indicates that 1n the 44 observation sample there are a 
total of 65 contradictions out of 396 possibilities (44 x 9) or contradictions 
1n 16% of the cases. In the 21 observation sample there are a total of 40 
contradictions out of 189 (21 x 9) or 1n 21 * of the cases. Table III-6 also 
shows that for the 44 observation sample, 1n over 60% of the cases (28/44) 
there are one or no contradictions between the measures computed using two 
units of analysis when nine equality measures are computed for each case. 
However, 1n a wall percentage of the cases there are multiple contradictions 
when the measures are computed using both units of analysis. 

Table III-7 displays the frequency of the contradictions for each parti- 
cular measure. The range 1s not listed on the table since 1t 1s the same 
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TAILE III- 5 



COMPARISONS OF EQUALITY MEASURES 

COMPUTED ON DISTRICT ANO 
UNWEIGHTED PUPIL UNITS OF ANALYSIS 
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TABLE I I 1-6 

FREQUENCY OF CONTRADICTIONS ACROSS UNITS OF ANALYSIS: 
EQUALITY MEASURES • 
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TABLE II 1-7 

FREQUENCY OF CONTRADICTIONS FOR EACH EQUALITY MEASURE 
ACROSS UNITS OF ANALYSIS 



RESTRICTED RANGE 
FEDERAL RANGE RATIO 
RELATIVE MEAN DEVIATION 
PERMISSIBLE VARIANCE 
VARIANCE 

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 
STANDARD DEVIATION OF LOGARITHMS 
GINI COEFFICIENT 

TOTAL CONTRADICTIONS 



44 Observation Sample 
9 

14 

10 . 
11 
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7 

4 
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65 



21 Observation Sample 
3 
9 
8 
5 
1 
4 
4 
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regardless of unit of analysis. It is apparent from Table III-7 that the 
smallest subset of measures discussed in the last two parts, the coefficient 
of variation, standard deviation of logarithms and the Glnl Coefficient, 
exhibit fewer contradictions than most cf the other equality measures. 4 
Thus, It appears that there are some differences across units of 
analysis when equality. measures are used Intertemporal ly. Roughly 20* of 
the time one of the nine equality measures Is likely tp yield different 
results If the unit of analysis Is the unweighted pupil compared to the 
district. Thus, more. consistency and less ambiguity In conclusions will 
result If only one unit of analysis Is preferred and utilized In Intertem- 
poral comparisons. 

4. Conclusions: Equality Measures In States Over Time 
It 1s clear from this analysis that there Is not perfect agreement 
among the nine equality measures and between the units of analysis when the 
measures are used to assess the movement of a state toward or away from 
equality between two points In time. However, If certain value judgments 

are accepted, thus reducing the number of equality measures utilized. It Is 

possible to reach a point where three or four equality measures used simul- 
taneously will yield considerable agreement. 

If no value judgments are Imposed to reduce the number of equality measures 
and both units of analysis are used. It could be required that all nine equality 
measures computed on both units of analysis (I.e. eighteen equality measures) 
agree before a state Is assessed as more 1 or less equal between two points In 
time. If tree criteria are Imposed on the 44 observation sample, only five 
cases (Illinois-unit, 1972-75; Illinois-Elementary, 1972-1975; Missouri-Eleven* 
tary, 1974-1975; New Mexico, 1974-75; and South Carolina, 1972-75) would be 

*h-«. !lU°!!l?. als0 * n0te ? *!!•* 1n ***** of tnt ttn cls « "n*™ «>• or more of 
these three measures are contradictory across units of analysis, the three units 
themselves contradict one another within the unweighted pupil or district unit of 

ERIC " ltly$1$ - 52 
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unambiguously more or less equal. This 1s an example of widespread contradic- 
tions. 

If certain value judgments are Imposed, the criteria will turn out to 
yield substantially more agreement. For example, 1f three equality measures 
are utilized, coefficient of variation, standard deviation of logarithms, and 
G1n1 coefficient and 1t Is required that all three measures agree with one 
another for both units of analysis then 34 of the 44 cases can be assessed 
as more or less equal over time. In the 21 observation sample agreement 1s 
obtained 1n 14 of the 2] cases. 

Obviously Increased agreement 1s achieved 1f only one unit of analysis 
1s employed or the number of equality measures 1s reduced even further. 
Thus, the final assessment of the extent of agreement depends on the accep- 
tance of certain value judgments. 
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B. Wealth Neutrality Measures 

The behavior of the nine weal th neutrality measures, when used to assess 
wealth neutrality In a state over time. Is discussed In this part similarly 
to the previous consideration of the equality measures. First, the agreement 
among the wealth neutrality measures In Individual states over time Is 
assessed when the measures are computed using the unweighted pupil unit of 
analysis and second, for the district unit of analysis. The degree to which 
the measures agree between the two units of analysis when used In a state 
over time Is examined In the third part and the conclusions for the wealth 
neutrality measures are presented In the fourth part. 

The same basic samples that were examined for the equality measures are 
utilized for the wealth neutrality measures. How* ir, data are available 
for 20 states Instead of 21 so that the 44 observation sample. 21 observation 
sample and the 75 observation sample become the 43. 20. and 74 observation 
samples respectively. Recall that the 74 observation "sample' 1 Includes all 
possible Intertemporal comparisons; the 43 observation sample only uses the 
latest year available for comparisons with aW other years; and the 20 
observation sample Includes one observation' per state. 5 

There are two characteristics of the data employed to compute the 
wealth neutrality measures that should be pointed out beofre the analyses 
are presented. First, the wealth measures are equalized state-wide In: 
of the twenty states analyzed. Where the wealth measures are equalized 
state-wide, there are different aquallzetlon levels used. s*ee of which are 
below full market level. As a result, there Is variation In the state-wide 
equalization level among states and occasionally within a state over time. 



*When more than one Intertemporal comparison are available for a state, 
the 20 observation Includes the Intertemporal comparison for the longest, time 
period available and the unit (K-12) districts. 
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Second, in a number of cases the Hlckrod G1n1 was not computed because the 
Lorenz-Uke curve crossed the 45° line. In addition, the slope and elasticity 
from the W, W 2 , W 3 regression and the expenditure difference measure were not 
computed 1n all cases. However, due to the organization of the analyses to 
follow and the levels of agreement and contradictions among the data, these 
missing data do not Influence the analyses or conclusions for the wealth 
neutrality measures.^ 

1. Assessment of Wealth Neutrality Measures in States Over Time 
Using Unweighted Pupil Unit of Analysis 

The particular question addressed 1n this part may be stated as follows: 

When a number of wealth neutrality measures, computed using the 
unweighted pupil unit of analysis, are used to determine whether a 
state has become more or less wealth neutral between two points in 
time, do the wealth neutrality measures agree? 

In other words, 1f we select two points 1n time for a state and compute a 
number of wealth neutrality measures using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis, 
will the measures all show movement 1n the same direction? 

First the percentage of the time that all wealth neutrality measures 
agree for a set of Intertemporal comparisons can be calculated as the least 
restrictive assessment, 1n terms of the value judgments Imposed, of the agree- 
ment and contradictions among the meausres. As displayed 1n Table III-8, the 
calculated wealth neutrality measures all agree 1n 13 of the 43 cases or 309! 
of the time. Table III-9 shows that 1n the 20 observation sample all the wealth 
neutrality measures agree 1n four of the 20 cases or 20X of the time and 1n the 
74 observation population 23 of the 74 cases agree or there 1s complete agree- 
ment 31 % of the time. This 1s somewhat more complete agreement than was found \ 
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6 The assumption used throughout this section 1s that the missing data 
would agree. These missing data do not Influence the conclusions since there 
are already contradictions among nine of the 15 cases with missing data (see 
Table III-8). Furthermore, the elasticity measures are missing 1n only two 
cases. 
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Key to Tables III-8. 111-10. II 1-12 



biW 
biH + 



b^W 3 



simple correlation between REV and H 
slope from REV ■ a + 
slope fron REV ■ a + on 

slope from REV - a ♦ biW + bJW + b 3 U , , 

predicted difference 1n REV;T<ISDH, REV - f(W, W 2 , W 3 ) 
Hlckrod 61n1 
Elasticity from SLW 
elasticity from SLW2 
elasticity from SLH3 

More Health Neutral 
Less Wealth Neutral 

Uncertain Regarding Health Neutrality Change 



Years are represented by first y ear of academic year. 
72-75 represents 1972-73 to 1975 -76. 



Thus, 



Entries 1n column headed "ALL AGREE EXCEPT DIF" Indicate Instances 
where DIF contradict with other wealth neutrality meatures. 

Entries 1n column headed "ALL ELASTICITY MEASURES AGREE BUT 
CONTRADICTIONS AMONG" Indicate measures that contradict with three 
wealth neutrality measures: ELW, ELH2, ELH3. 



*EXP DIF not computed. 

+HKGN not computed. 

*SLW3 and ELW3 not computed. 
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TABLE III-9 

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT AND CONTRADICTIONS 
AMONG WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES USED INTERTEMPORALLY, 
UNWEIGHTED PUPIL UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



43 Observation Sample 



Complete Complete Agreement Contradiction 

Agreement Among Agreement Among Among 

All Wealth Except ELW, ELW2, ELW, ELW2, 

Neutrality Measures DIF ELW3 1 ELW3. 



30* 



60* 



72* 



28* 



20 Observation Sample 



20* 



40* 



60* 



40* 



75 Observation Population 



31* 



54* 



69* 



31* 
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for the equality measures, but still considerably far from total agreement. 

As was the case for the equality measures, the value judgments outlined 
1n Section II can be used to form a smaller set of wealth neutrality measures. 
It could be argued that a wealth neutrality measure should not be sensitive to 
equal percentage changes 1n the wealth variable due to both Inflation effects 
1n wealth and varying state-wide equalization levels over time, within a 
state. One measure that Js. sensitive to equal percentage changes 1s the 
variable based on the predicted value of the regression of REV on W, H 2 and 
W3. EXP DIF. 

Although EXP DIF 1s only one of the four wealth neutrality measures that 
1s sensitive to equal percentage changes, It 1s worthwhile to examine the 
behavior of nil the other wealth neutrality meausres, except EXP DIP, for two 
reasons. First, 1n the sample of 20 observations, one for each state, EXP DIF 
1s not computed 1n four of 20 cases and since EXP DIF cannot contradict the 
other wealth neutrality measures In these cases, the mealnlng of •total 
agreement" differs across the states. Eliminating EXP DIF partly controls for 
this difference. Second, empirically 1t turns out that, of the meausres that 
are sensitive to equal percentage increases, EXP DIF contradicts more with the 
other wealth neutrality measures. 

Table III-8 shows, for the 43 observation sample, the cases where all 
wealth neutrality measures agree except EXP DIF, and the extent of the 
agreement 1s summarized for all three samples In Table IHt9, By excluding 
EXP DIF from the group of wealth neutrality measures, agreement now ranges from 
40X to 60X, depending upon the particular sample examined. Thus, a fair 
amount of agreement 1s obtainable 1f only one measure Is excluded from the set 
of wealth neutrality measures. 

In addition to the EXP DIF measures, the three slope .measure, SLW, SLW2, and 
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and SLW3 are sensitive to equal percentage Increases 1n the wealth variable 
and 1f a measure that Is not sensitive to these changes 1s preferable, then 
the slope measures can be excluded. It could also be argued that the wealth 
neutrality measures should be sensitive to equal additions 1n the revenue 
variable. The simple correlation 1s not sensitive to equal additions to REV 
while the elasticity measures are and thus the simple correlation could be 
Ignored 1f this value judgment 1s accepted. Finally, since the Hickrod G1n1 



■eric 



1s not computable In all cases, an argument can be presented for Its exclusion. 
If all of these arguments (value judgments) are accepted, then the assessment 
of whether a particular state has become more or less wealth neutral would be 
made with the three elasticity measures. But 1t 1s Imperative to note that 
the use of the elasticity measures alone is based on a series of value judgments 

-t 

that formulated the Initial set of nine wealth neutrality measures and eliminated 
six of the nine for a number of reasons. 

Table III -8 shows for the 43 observation sample the extent of the agree- 
ment for the three elasticity measures. Table II 1-9 Indicates that the three 
elasticity measures agree 1n 72X, 60X and 691 of the cases for the 43, 20. and 
74 observation samples respectively. Thus, even when value judgments are 
Imposed to a point where only three el as. ty measures computed using the 
unweighted pupil unit of analysis are used to assess whether a state has 
become more or less wealth neutral over time, an unambiguous judgment can be 
made 1n only two out of three cases. This 1s somewhat less than* when three 
equality measures computed using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis were 
used to assess a state's movement toward or away from equality. 

2. Assessment of Wealth Neutrality Measures In States Over Time 
Using District Unit of Analysis 

„ The particular question addressed 1n this part may be stated as follows: 
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Whtn a number of wealth neutrality measures* computed using the 
district unit of analysis* are used to determine whether a state 
has become more or less wealth neutral between two points 1n time* 
do the measures agree? 

In other words* 1f we select two points 1n time for a state and compute 

a number of wealth neutrality measures using the district unit of analysis* 

will the measures show movement 1n the same direction? 

° * 

The 43 and 20 observation samples are examined 1n this part using the 



& 



strategy employed for the wealth neutrality measures for the, unweighted pupil 
unit of analysis. 

Table 111-10 displays an analysis of the Intertemporal comparisons for 
the 43 (and 20) observation sample(s) and Indicates that 1n 14 of the , 43 cases 
and 5 of the 20 cases there 1s complete agreement among all the wealth 
neutrality measures. Table III-U shows that the agreement 1s 33% and 25* 1n 
the two samples* and these figures are quite similar to those obtained for 
the wealth neutrality measures using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis. 

When the wealth neutrality measure EXP OIF 1s not Included* there 1s 
agreement among the remaining wealth neutrality measures 1n 58% and 40% of 
the cases for the 43 and 20 observation samples* respectively. When only 
the three elasticity measures using the district unit of analysis are utilized 
to assess a state's movement toward or away from wealth neutrality* there 1s 
agreement among the three measures 1n 70% of the cases 1n the 43 observation 
sample and 1n 60% of the cases 1n the 20 observation sample. The results 



/ 'I 



#/ t. ' ' describing the extent of agreement for the subsets of wealth neutrality measures 
using the district as the unit of analysis are also very similar to the 
unweighted pupil results for the wealth neutrality measures. 

As was the case for the equality measures* reasonable agreement among 
the wealth neutrality measures using either unit of analysis* can be obtained 



er|c t>2 



CAL-UN 



YEARS 
70-74 



ALL 



TAKE III - 10 

AfiKKNT ANO CONTRADICTIONS AMONG HEALTH 
NEUTRALITY MEASURES IN STATES OVER TINE. 
OISTRICT UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



59 



ALL Afifttt 

mum 

OIF 



ALL ELASTICITY 
MEASURES A6REE RUT 

sgNTgaicma 



CONTRADICTION AMONG CONCLUSIONS FROM 
ELASTICITY MEASURES ftftTfflTV M^B 



CAL-UN 



71-74 



CAL-UN 72-74 



CAL-UN 73-74 



CAL-HS 70-74 



OIF 



CAL-HS 71-74 



CAL-HS 72-74 



CAL-HS 73-74 



OIF 



CAL-a 70-74 



OIF 



CAL-a 
CAL-a 



71*74 

72-74 



OIF 



DIF 
SLM2 



CAL-a 



73-74 



ALL MORE EXCEPT 

sua* au 



COL 



72-74 



OIF 

SLM V SUC, SLW3 



Ft/ 



72-75 



OIF 

HKGK 



FLA 



FLA 



73-75 



74-75 



SLN2 



ALL MORE EXCEPT 
COR, SLW, HK6N, 

aw 



GEOMIA 72-75 



ALL LESS EXCEPT 
SLW2, ELW2 



ILL-UN 



72-75 



ILL-SEC 72-75 



ILL-EL 



72-75 



ALL MORE EXCEPT 
SLW, ELM 



■eric 



KAN 



ICY 



72-74 



72-75 



1 V 



63 



ALL LESS EXCEPT 
COR. SLW, HON, 
ELMS 



mi 

LOU** 



urn 

72-75 



Ml ELASTICITY ^ 
ALL ALL A6MX MCASUttS AMCC JUT SP^J^&SSS SMBFJKL. 

Mm atccrr QlF anTuoicTiw fffflg i&fflClTY gAggd flttTKPT attlBtt 



XA 



MCM 



7T-74 



DIF 



SIM 

an 



MF 

aw 



MICN 



72-74 



OIF 



MCM 



73-74 



ALL NOME BCCFT 
OIF, ELMS 



MSS" 



71-75 



71-75 



74-75 



ALL NBC DCCFT 
SLM3, OIF, CUI3 

» m 

CLMC SUM 
CLM3 ELM 

ALL NONE DCCFT 
OIF, CUZ, ELM 



74-75 



ALL USS CXCIFT 
CON, SIM, SUK. ELM 



NJ 



74-77 



OIF 



NJ 



75-77 



DIF 

CON. SIM 



75-77 



72-75 



OIF 



73-75 



DIF 



74-75 



72-75 



SC" 



72-75 



CON 



SO 



73-75 



SO 



74-75 



TO 



74-75 



ALL NONE DCCFT 
SLMt CLM 



HASH 



70-74 



ALL USS EXCEPT 
COR, CLM 



ERIC 



G4 



61 



TABLE III-ll 

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT AND CONTRADICTIONS 
AMONG WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES USED INTERTEMPORALLY . 
DISTRICT UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



Complete Complete Agreement Contradiction 

Agreement Among Agreement Among Among 

All Health Except ELW, ELW2, ELW. ELW2, 

Neutrality Measures DIP ELW3 ELM3 



43 Observation Sample 



33* 



58* 



70* 



30* 



20 Observation Sample 



25* 



40* 



60* 



40* 
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only by using value judgments to select a small number of wealth neutrality 
measures. When only the elasticity measures are utilized, agreement among 
the three measures using either unit of analyTfir occurs 1n about two out of 
three cases. However, this 1s less agreement than the 90* level that was 
obtained for the equality measures; the coefficient of variation, standard 
deviation of logarithms and G1n1 coefficient. 

3. Assessment of Wealth Neutrality Measures 1n States Over Time: 
Comparison of District and Unweighted Pupil Units of Analysis 

The particular question addressed 1n this part may be expressed as follows: 

When a number of wealth neutrality measures are used to determine 
whether a state has become more or less wealth neutral over time* 
do the findings from the wealth neutrality measures computed 
using a district unit of analysis agree with the findings from 
the same wealth neutrality measures using the unweighted pupil 
unit of analysis? 

. In this part the concern 1s not whether there 1s agreement among the measures 
for one unit of analysis but whether the Individual wealth neutrality measures 
are consistent across units of analysis. In other words, 1f for a state 
between two points 1n time using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis the 
simple correlation indicates more wealth neutrality and the alastldty com- 
puted from REV - f(W) less wealth neutrality, the assessment 1n this part 
determines whether the Identical more-less pattern prevails when the district 
Unit of analysis 1s employed. 

The palrwlse comparisons for the wealth neutrality measures. across units 
of analysis are displayed 1n Table 111-12. In 17 of the 43 or 40X of the cases 
the conclusions from each of the wealth neutrality measures agree across units 
of analysis. Recall that this does not necessarily mean that all (eighteen or 
fewer) wealth neutrality measures for each Intertemporal comparison are the 
same. It does Indicate that, when compared palrwlse across units of analysis. 
there 1s agreement In 4OT of the cases 1n the 43 observation sample for all the 
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COMPARISON OF WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES - 
COMPUTED ON OISTRICT ANO UNHEIGHTEO PUPIL UNIT OF ANALYSIS 
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computed wealth neutrality measures and the agreement figure for all 
computed wealth neutrality measures 1s six out of 20 or 30* for the one per 
state sample. 

Further analyses of the palrwlse comparisons across units of analysis 
appear 1n Tables I I 1-13 and 111*14. Table I I 1-13 Implies .that there are 
70 contradictions In^the 43 observation sample out -of 364 possibilities or . 
contradictions 1n 19% of the cases. 7 In the 20 observation sample there are 
contradictions 1n 45 cases out of ,161 possibilities or 28% of the eases. 8 
Table 111-13 also shows that in 63M 27/43) and 451 (9/20) of the Intertemporal 
comparisons there 1s one or no contradictions among the wealth neutrality 
measures, for the 43 and 20 observation samples, respectively. Thus, the 
Incidence of multiple contradictions 1s similar for tte wealth neutrality 
measures and the equality measures examined earlier. 

. Table 111-14 summarizes the frequency of contradictions for each particular 
wealth neutrality measures. Note that the elasticity measures are somewhat 
more contradictory across units of analysis compared to the other six measures. 

Thus 1t appears that the unit of analysis makes a difference and more so 
for the elasticity measures. Contradictions range between 19Sf43 observation 
sample) and 281 (20 observation sample) of the measures for all the wealth 
neutrality measures although the contradictions among the elasticity measures, 
across units of analysis, range between 24X (43 observation sample) to 40* 
(20 observation sample) of the measures. As was the case for the equality 
measures, more consistency and less ambiguity will result 1f only one unit of 
analysis 1s selected and utilized 1n Intertemporal comparisons. 

7 The total possibilities In the 43 observation sample are 43 x 9 less 
the 32 measures that are not computed, ((43 x 9) - 23) - (387 - 23) - 364. 

^he total possibilities 1n the 20 observation sample are 20 x 9 less 
the 19 measures that are not computed. ((20 x 9) - 19) - (180 - 19) - 161. 
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TABLE 111-13 

FREQUENCY OF CONTRADICTIONS ACROSS UNITS OF ANALYSIS: 
WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES 



43 Observation Sample 20 Observation Sample 



ALL COMPUTED WEALTH NEUTRALITY 
MEASURES AGREE ACROSS UNITS 
OF ANALYSIS 

ONE CONTRADICTION 

TWO CONTRADICTIONS 

THREE CONTRADICTIONS 

FOUR CONTRADICTIONS 

FIVE CONTRADICTIONS 

SIX CONTRADICTIONS 

SEVEN CONTRADICTIONS 

EIGHT CONTRADICTIONS 

\ 



17 
10 
6 
3 
2 
1 
3 



6 
3 
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2 
2 
1 
1 
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TABLE 111-14 
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FREQUENCY OF CONTRADICTIONS FOR EACH WEALTH NEUTRALITY 
MEASURE ACROSS UNITS OF ANALYSIS 



43 Observation Sample 
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4. Conclusions: Wealth Neutrality Measures In States Over Time 
These analyses show that there are far more than trivial contradictions 
among the nine wealth neutrality measures and between units of analysis when 
these measures are utilized to determine whether a state has become more or 
less wealth neutral over time. However. 1f the number of wealth. neutrality 
measures 1s reduced by accepting certain value judgments and only one unit of 
analysis 1s used, then It 1s possible to obtain a fair amount of agreement 
among these wealth neutrality measures. 

If both units of analysis are used simultaneously and no value Judgments 
are Imposed to reduce the number of wealth neutrality measures, 1t would be 
y required that all computed wealth neutrality measures on both units of analysis 
agree before a state is assessed as more or less wealth neutral between two 
points 1n time. If these criteria are Imposed In the 43 observation sample, 
only eight of the 43 Intertemporal comparisons would be judged as unambiguously 
more or less wealth neutral. Widespread contradictions would also be the case 
1n the one per state sample; only two out of the twenty cases would be assessed 
as more or less wealth neutral with these criteria. 

Somewhat more agreement can be obtained 1f certain value judgments are accepted. 
If, for example, the three elasticity measures are utilized and a case 1s not 
judged to be more or less wealth neutral unless all three elasticity measures 
computed on both the unweighted pupil and district units of analysis agree, then 
21 of the 43 and 5 of the 20 Intertemporal comparisons can be judged unambiguously. 
Agreement would be Increased 1f the number of measures 1s reduced even further 
or 1f only one unit of analysis 1s utilized. Thus, widespread agreement for 
the wealth neutrality measures can be achieved only 1f a very substantial 
array of value judgments are accepted. It appears to be somewhat more difficult 
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to obtain substantial agreement among te wealth neutrality meausres compared 
to the equality measures. when the measures are used over time. 
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IV. Intertemporal Comparisons 

Section IV contains the tables that comprise the data for the Intertemporal 
comparisons analyzed 1n Section III. Tables are presented for the 44 observation 
sample of equality Intertemporal comparisons and 43 observation sample of wealth 
neutrality Intertemporal comparisons. Since the "one observation per state 
samples'' are subsets of these larger samples, .they are also displayed. 

Each table displays the behavior of the equality and wealth neutrality 
measures over time for a particular state and several combinations of units 
of analysis, years, and district types. The years Indicated are the first 
year of the academic year. That 1s, 1f the heading reads "change from 1972 to 
1975", this Indicates that the equality and wealth neutrality measures are 
examined from 1972-73 to 1975-76. A "MORE Equal" next to a particular equality 
measure under the heading "change from 1972 to 1975" means that *he particular 
equality measure asses s the state-unit of analysis-district type represented 
In that column on the Table as more equal 1n 1975-76 compared to 1972-73. 

All whe Tables displayed 1n Section IV are computed from the data 
Included 1n Appendix C. 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-1 
STATE - ALABAMA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT* UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1972 to 1975 
DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
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MORE 


With Neut 


• 


2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


II II 


MORE " " 


MORE 


ii ii 


MORE 


H 


II 




3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


II II 


MORE " " 


MORE 


II u 


MORE 


11 


II 




4. 


Slooe - W. W^, W 3 


MORE 


II M 


MORE " " 


MORE 


II M 


MORE 


II 


M 


• 


5. 


Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


II H 


MORE ■ " 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II 


H 




6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 


MORE 


II II 


MORE " " 


MORE 


II . II 


MORE 


II 


M 




7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


tl H 


MORE " * 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II 


II 


• 


8. 


Elasticity -W-, W 2 


MORE 


II II 


MORE " M 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II 


N 




9. 


Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


II II 


MORE •* ' " 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II 


II 


€ ERIC 








7o 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-3 J 
STATE - CALIFORNIA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - UNIFIED 

Changes from 
1970-1974 1971-1974 1972-1974 



1973-1974 



A. 


EQUALITY 


















1. 


Range 


MORE Equal 


MORE Equal 


MORE Equal 


MORE Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


n 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


H 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 


4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


MORE 


H 


MORE 


M 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


II 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


II 


LESS 


II 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


N 


LESS 


N 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


N 


7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


M 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


■ N 


MORE 




8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Loaarithns 


MORE 


H 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


. N 


g 


61 n1 Coefficient 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


N 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 


















1. 


Simple Correlation 


MORE With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


MORE 
nunc 


Hlth Hmut 

N 1 Wll llCU l» 


MORE With Neut 


2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


'N n 


MORE 


• 11 . M 


MORE 


II N 


MORE 


h m 


3. 


Slope - W. W 2 


MORE 


m n 


MORE 


N N 


MORE 


M N 


MORE 


m m 


4. 


Slope - W. W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


N N 


MORE 


H N 


MORE 


II N 


MORE 


« H 


5. 


Expenditure Difference 


LE C S 


II N 


MORE 


N N 


MORE 


N H 


LESS 


N II 


6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 


MORE 


N N 


MORE 


M M 


MORE 


M II 


MORE 


N N 


7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


II N 


MORE 


N . N 


MORE 


II N 


MORE 


• ' * 


8. 


Elasticity -W. W 2 


MORE 


N . II 


MORE 


N ' H 


MORE 


II N 


MORE 


N II 


9. 


Elasticity - W. W 2 . W 3 


MORE 

-/ 


II N 


MORE 


II M '-. 


MORE 


H N 


MORE 


N II 


ERIC 




j 






6 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-4 
STATE - CALIFORNIA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE - HIGH SCHOOL 

Changes from 
1970-1974 1971-1974 1972-1974 



1973-1974 



A. EQUALITY 

1 . Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. 61 n1 Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 



■eric 



LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 




LESS Equal 




LESS Equal 




LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 




LESS 


ii 




MORE 


H 




MORE 


II 


MORE 


II 




LESS 


n 




MORE 


II 




MORE 


II 


MORE 


II 




MORE 


n 




MORE 


II 




LESS 


II 


MORE 


M 




MORE 


ii 




LESS 


M 




LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 




LESS 


ii 




MORE 


N 




MORE 


II 


MORE 


II 




MORE 


ii 




MORE 


II 




MORE 


II 


MORE 


II 




MORE 


n 




MORE 


II 




MORE 


II 


MORE 


II 




MORE 


% ii 




MORE 


II 




MORE 


With Neut 


MORE With 


Neut 


MORE 


With Neut 


MORE With 


Neut 


MORE 


II H 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 




II 


MORE 


II 


V 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 




M 


MORE 


II 


n 


MORE 


II H 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


M 


II 


MORE 


n 


n 


LESS 


II II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


n 


M 


LESS 


M 


M * 


MORE 


II H 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


M 


M 


MORE 


H 


n 


MORE 


II H 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


M 


ii 


MORE 


H II 


MORE 


II 


. II 


MORE 


II o 


il 


MORE 


N 


M 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


N 


ii 










• 


7 
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M«» sure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-5 
STATE - CALIFORNIA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - HIGH SCHOOL 

Changes 
1970-1974 1971-1974 



from 



1972-1974 



1973-1974 



A. • 


EQUALITY 






















1. 


Range 


LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 




LESS Equal 




LESS Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


N .. 


LESS 


N 




MORE 


M 




MORE 


M 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


M 




MORE 


N 




MORE 


II 


4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


MORE 


' H 


MORE 


N 




MORE 


II 




MORE 


n 




Permissible Variance 


LESS 


H 


LESS 


N 




LESS 


II 




MORE 


N 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


M 


LESS 


N ' 




LESS 


M 




MORE 


M 


7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


' M 


MORE 


M 




MORE 


* 




MORE 


II 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


MORE 


.n 


MORE 


II 




MORE 


N 


„ 


MORE 


M 


9. 


61n1 Coefficient 


MORE 


M 


MORE 


N 




MORE 


N 




MORE. 


M 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 






















1. 


Simple Correlation 


MORE With Neut 


MORE with 


Neut 


MORE With 


Neut 


MORE With Neut 


2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


M M 


MORE 


II 


M 


MORE 


II 


M 


MORE 


M M 


3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


M a 


MORE 


II 


M 


MORE 


II 


M 


MORE 


II II 


4. 


Slope - w, w , m 


MORE 


N M 


MORE 


N 


II 


MORE 


II 


n 


MORE 


M M 


5. 


Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


M M 


LESS 


N 


M 


MORE 


II 


' M 


MORE 


H N 




Hlckrod 61n1 


MORE 


M a 


MORE 


* * 


M 


♦MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


n n 


7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


a a 


MORE 


N 


N 


MORE 


II 


N 


MORE 


M ■ M 


8. 


■ Elasticity -W. W 2 


MORE 


a a 


MORE 


M 


■ M 


MORE 


N 


II 


MORE 


H H 


9. 


Elasticity - W t> W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


a a 


MORE 


II 


N 


MORE 


M 


H 


MORE 

/ 


M M 


ERjC 








78 
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Measure of Equality, 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-6 
STATE - CALIFORNIA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE - ELEMENTARY 

Changes from 

1970-1974 1971-1974 1972-1974 



1973-1974 



A. EQUALITY 

1. Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 
.. 5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. Glnl Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W. W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 



■eric 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE ■ 

LESS " 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 



MORE Wi th Neut 

MORE " H 

MORE " " 

MORE " " 

LESS " " 

MORE " H 

MORE " " 

MORE " "• 

MORE " H 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE H 

LESS " 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 



MORE With Neet 

MORE ■ 

LESS " 

MORE " 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE ■ 

MORE " 

.7<J 



LESS Equal 

LESS ° " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE H 

LESS " 

LESS ■ 

MORE " 

MORE " 



MORE Equal; 

MORE H 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE M < 
MORE » 

MORE " 

' MORE " 

MORE " 



MORE With Neut 
MORE M " 
MORE " " 
MORE " ■* 
LESS 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 



N N 



N N 



II * 



'flORE With Neut 

MORE " H 

LESS " » 

MORE " " 

MORE " " 

MORE " " 

MORE " " 

LESS " " 

MORE " " 
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Mm sure of Equality 
and Utalth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-7 
STATE - CALIFORNIA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ELEMENTARY 

Changes from 

1970-1974 1971-1974 1972-1974 



1973-1974 



A. 


EQUALITY 
















1. 


Range 


LESS 


Equal 


LESS Equal 


LESS 


Equal 


MORE Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 




LESS " 


LESS 




MORE 


N 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 




MORE " 


MORE 


» 


MORE 


H 


. 4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


MORE 




MORE " 


mm 


m 


MORE 


N 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


MORE 


* 


MORE " 


MORE 


H 


MORE 


M 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 




LESS^ " 


LESS 


H 


LESS 


H 


7. 


Coefficient of Var1at1or 


MORE 




MORE " 


MORE 


H 


MORE 


P 

<? 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


MORE 


- 


MORE " 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 


9. 


Glnl Coefficient 


MORE 




MORE " 


MORE 


H 


MORE 


N 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 


,^ 














1. 


Simple Correlation 


MORE 


With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


MORE 


With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


* II 


MORE " " 


MORE 


H M 


MORE 


H H 


3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


II NT 


MORE " V 


MORE 


* m 


MORE 


H H 


4. 


Slope - W, W z , W 3 


MORE 


H II 


MORE " " 


MORE 


m a 


MORE 


n n 


5. 


Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


N N 


LESS " " 


LESS 


N N 


LESS 


H .H 


6. 


Klckrod Glnl 


MORE 


. . 


MORE " * 


MORE 


• N M 


MORE 


N M 


7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


II 91 


MORE " ■ 


MORE 


M m 


MORE 


II II 


8. 


Elasticity -W, w 2 


MORE 


II N 


MORE " " 


MORE 


m m 


MORE 


H II 


9. 


Elasticity - W, w 2 . W 3 


MORE 


m n 


MORE " - 


MORE 


m n 


MORE 


H M 


ERIC 


t 






SO 
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TABLE IV-8 
STATE - COLORADO 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT. UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1972 to 1974 

Measure of Equality 

and Wealth Neutrality DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. 


EQUALITY 












Range 


LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


M 


LESS 


II 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 


II 


LESS 


'if 


_ 4. 
• 


Relative Mean Deviation 


MORE 


H 


LESS 


II 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


MORE 


H 


MORE 


II 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


M 


LESS 


II 


7. 

• 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


II 


LESS 


M 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


MORE 


M 


MORE 


II 


* 9. 


G1n1 Coefficient 


MORE 


H 


LESS 


II 


• 

B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY N 

\ 










1. 


\ 

Simple Correlation 


MORE With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


3. 


Slope - W 
Slope - W, W 2 


LESS 
LESS 


K || 
II II 


LESS 
LESS 


II II 
II II 


4. 


Slope - W. W z . W 3 


LESS 


II II 


LESS 


II II 




Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


II II 


LESS 


II If 


6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 


MORE 


II M 


MORE 


II II 


7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


9. 


Elasticity -W. W 2 
Elasticity - W. W 2 . N 3 . 


MORE 
MORE 


II II 
M II 


LESS 
LESS 


II II 
II II 


•eric 






8 if 


* 
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Mm sure of Equality 
and Wtalth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-9 
STATE - FLORIDA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

. * 

Changes from : 
1972 to 1975 1973 to 1975 



1974 to 1975 



A. 


EQUALITY 














1. 


Range 


LESS 


Equal 


LESS 


Equal 


LESS 


Equtl 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 




MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 

1 

N 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 




MORE 


M 


MORE 


4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


MORE 




MORE 




LESS 


M 


5.' 


Permissible Variance 


MORE 




MORE 


* • 


MORE 


M 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 




MORE 


n 


LESS 


N 


7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


- 


MORE 


n 


LESS 


N 


8. 


** Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


nunc 




MORE 


M 


LESS 


N 


9. 

4. 


S1n1 Coefficient 


MORF 
nunc 


• 


unnc 


H 


LESS 


N 


' i. 


HEALTH NEUTRALITY 














i 

i • 


jiMpie uorreiition 


MORE 


With Neut 


LESS 


With Neut 


LESS 


Witt! Neut 


2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 




LESS 


N M 


LESS 




3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


. MORE 




MORE 


N N 


MORE 


n m 


4. 


Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 


MbRE 




MORE 


N N 


LESS 


H M 


5. 


Expenditure Difference 


LESS 




MORE 


N N 


LESS 


N M 


6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 


LESS 




LESS 


N » 


LESS 


N N 


7.. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 




LESS 


It H 


LESS 


N N 


8. 


Elasticity -W, W 2 


MORE 


H H 


MORE 


N N 


LESS 


N M 


9. 


Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


N H 


MORE 


* H 


LESS 


N H 


ERJC 






i 
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TABLE IV-10 
STATE - FLORIDA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Changes from ; 

Measure of Equality 

and Wealth Neutrality 1972 to 1975 1973 to 1975 1974 to 1975 



A. 


EQUALITY 1 




















• 1. 


Range 


LESS 


Equal 




LESS 


Equal 




LESS 


Equal 




0% 

2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 

La l» w W 






LESS 


n 




LESS 


M 


i 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


1 PCC 

LESS 


ii 




L to o 


ii 




L ESS 1 


II 




• 4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


I Pep 

LESS 


H 




un DC 

nu Kt 


ii 




i ess 


II 




5. 


Permissible Variance 


MOKE 


ii 




tin or 


It 




MORE 


II 




6. 


Variance 


1 P c c 

LESS 


M - 




1 ccc 


It 




LESS 

L- U O w 

i 


II 




• 7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


Ltoo 


II 




MORE 


II 




LESS 


ti- 


i 


8. 


Standard Deviation-' 
of Logarithms 


LESS 


II 




MORE 


II 




LESS 


ll 


> 


9. 

• 


61n1 Coefficient 


LESS 


II 




MORE 


It 




LESS 

• 


II 




B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 




















i 

i • 


o luy I c Lurrciatiun 


LESS 

Li t w W 


With 


Neut 


LESS 


With 


Neut 


LESS 


With 


Neut 


• 2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


II 


H 


LESS 


M * 


ii 


LESS 


II 


ii 


3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


Ii 


SI 


MORE 


II 


it 


LESS 


II 


M 


4. 


Slope - W. W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


u 


II 


MORE 


II 

\\ ■ 


ii 


LESS 


II 


H 


• 5. 


Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


II 


II 


MORE 




ii 


LESS 


II 


ii 


6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 










/ 










7. 


Elasticity - W 


LESS 


II 


H 


LESS 


II 


ii 


LESS 


II 


M 

t 


• 8. 


Elasticity -W. W 2 


LESS 


H 


II 


MORE 


II 


M 


LESS 


II 


11 


9. 


Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 


LESS 


M 


H 


MORE 


II 


H 


LESS 


II 


M ! 


•eric 








S3 








1 

i 

i 

, 1 



\ 
\ 



Measure of Equality 
and Wtalth Ntutrallty 



\ TABLE IV- 11 

■i. STAT* - GEORGIA 

i \ 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

i 

CHANGE FROM 1972 to 1975 

\ ■ : — 0 

\ DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. EQUALITY 

1 . Rangt 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Fedtral Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. 61 n1 Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Slaple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 



9 

ERIC 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS ■ 

LESS * 

LESS " 

LESS n 

LESS " 



LESS With Neut 

LESS " I " 

MORE ■ I " 

LESS " !■ 

LESS M H 

MORE " r 



$4 



LESS Equal 

LESS * " 
MORE 
MORE " 
LESS " 
LESS " 
LESS " 

LESS ■ 
MORE " 



LESS With Neut 

LESS " M 

MORE " " 

LESS " " 

LESS " * 

MGHE " " 
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TABLE IV-12 
STATE - ILLINOIS 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL, WEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - UNIT, K-12 

Change from 1972 to 1975 

• Measure of Equality 

and Wealth Neutrality DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL WEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. 


EQUALITY 
















• 1. 


Range 


LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 




LESS Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


H 




LESS 


II 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


LESS 


H 


LESS 


II 




LESS 


M 


# 4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


LESS 


M 


LESS 


II 




LESS 


M 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 




MORE 


II 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 




LESS 


II 


m 7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


LESS 


M 


LESS 


II 




LESS 


II 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 




LESS 


II 


9. 

• 


Glnl Coefficient 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 




LESS 


II 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 
















1. 


Simple Correlation 


MORE Wi th Neut 


MORE With 


Neut • 


MORE With Neut 


• 2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


II. II 


LESS 


II 


II 


MORE 


II II 


3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


II II 


LESS 


tl 


II 


MORE 


II M 


4. 


Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


II II 


LESS 


tl 


II 


MORE 


II II 


• 5. 


Expenditure Difference 


MORE 


II H 


LESS 


II 


II 


MORE 


II II 


. 6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 


MORE 


II H 












7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


»» II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II II 


• 8. 


Elasticity -W, W 2 


MORE 


II II 


LESS 


II 


II 


MORE 


. tl H 


9. 


Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


II II 


LESS 


II 


II 


MORE 


II II 


ERIC 








85 











Mtasurt of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 
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TABLE IV^13 
STATE - ILLINOIS 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL, WEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - SECONDARY 

Change from 1972 to 1975 
DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL WEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. 


EQUALITY 














1. 


Rangt 


LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


N 


LESS 


ft 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 


H 


MORE 


N - 


LESS 


ft 


4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


MORE 


m 


MORE 


J* 


MORE 


II 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


MORE 


ii 


MORE 


m 


MORE 


N 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


H 


LESS 


N 


LESS 


m ■ 


7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


ft 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


MORE 


ft 


MORE 


ft 


MORE 


B 

ft 


9. 


G1n1 Coefficient 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


ft 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 














1. 


Simple Correlation 


MORE 


s 

With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


MORE 


With Neut 


2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


n \ ft 


MORE 


ft H 


MORE 


ft II 


3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


n n 


MORE 


N H 


MORE 


ft ft s 


4. 


Slope - W, WS W-* 


MORE 


ft * 


MORE 


N ft 


MORE 


ft ft 


5. 


Expendl ture D1 f f erence 


MORE 


. '■ ft" ft 


MORE 


N ft 


MORE 


ft ft 


6. 


Mckrod G1n1 


MORE 


m m 


MORE 


n m 


MORE 


ft ft 


7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


ft ft 


MORE 


II ft 


MOKE 


ft ft 


*. 


Elasticity -W, W 2 


MORE 


II ft 


MORE 


M H 


MORE 


II ft 


9. 


Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


ft 


MORE 


H H 


MORE 


ft ft 


ERIC 








6 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-14 
STATE - ILLINOIS 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT. UNWEIGHTED PUPIL. WEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ELEMENTARY 

Change from 1972 to 1975 
DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL WEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. 


EQUALITY 














1. 


Range 


LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


II 


' LESS 


ii 


LESS 


II 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


ii 


LESS 


II 


4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


ii 


LESS 


ft 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


ii 

0 


LESS 


II 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 

V 


LESS 


II 


> 7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 


9. 

I. 


G1n1 Coefficient 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


II 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 














1. 


Simple Correlation 


MORE With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


\ 2. 


Slope - W 


LESS 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


3. 


Slope - W. W 2 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


4. 


Slope - W. W 2 . W 3 


MORE 


it II 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


, " 5. 


Expenditure Difference 


MORE 


II H 


MORE 


II II It 


MORE 


II II 


6 - 


Hlckrod G1n1 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


7. 


Elasticity - W 


LESS 


II «l 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


t 8. 


Elasticity -W. W 2 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II * II 


MORE 


II . II 


9. 


Elasticity - W. W 2 . W 3 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 

\ 

\ 

s. 


II II 


Eiyc 




V 
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TA5LE IV-15 
STATE - KANSAS 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED FUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1972 to 1975 
DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 





PHIIAI TTV 












1. 


Range 


LESS 


Equal 


LESS Equal 




2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


N 


LESS 


m 




3. 


Federal Range' Ratio 


LESS 


M 


LESS 


M 




4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


LESS 


M 


LESS 


N 


; J 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


LESS 


N 


MORE 


M 




6. 


Variance 


LESS 


n » 


LESS 


M 




7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


LESS 


H 


LESS 


N 




8. 


Standard Deviation 


LESS 


» 


MORE 


N 




Q 


aim wjcTTicicnt 


LESS 




LESS 


H 




B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 












1. 


Simple Correlation 


LESS 


With Neut 


LESS With Neut 




2. 


Slope - W 


LESS 


31 K 


LESS 


N N 




3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


LESS 


N M 


LESS 


H N 




4. 


Slope - W, K z , W 3 












5. 


Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


H II 


LESS 


N M 




6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 












7. 


Elasticity - W 


LESS 


MM 


LESS 


N N 




8. 


Elasticity -W, W 2 


LESS 


M H 


LESS 


CI N 




9. 


Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 












ERJ.C . 






\ 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-16 
STATE - KENTUCKY 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1972 to 1975 
DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. EQUALITY 

1. Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. G1n1- Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation , 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 



■erlc 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

LESS " 
LESS " 

NO CHANGE 
MORE Equal " 0 . 

.MORE With Neut 
LESS " " 
LESS " " 
MORE " M 
LESS u u 
MORE 
LESS 
LESS 
MORE 



II H 
II M 
II I 



S3 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS H 

MORE M 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS " 



LESS With Neut 



LESS 
LESS 
LESS 
LESS 
LESS 
LESS 
LESS 
LESS 



If II 



II II 



II II 



II II 



M ^ II 
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Measure of Equality 
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TABLE IV-17 
STATE - LOUISIANA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL * 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1972 to 1975 
DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. EQUALITY 

1. Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. G1n1 Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 



ERIC 



LESS Equal 

LESS 

LESS 

LESS 

MORE 

LESS 

LESS M 
LESS 

LESS " 



LESS With Neut 
LESS 

LESS H " 
LESS M M I 



LI-SS 

LESS " " 
LESS H 
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LESS Equal 

LESS 

LESS 

LESS 

LESS 

LESS 

LESS " 

LESS 
LESS 

MORE With Neut 
LESS H 
LESS V " ' 
LESS " 



MORE 
MORE 

LESS 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-18 

STATE - MAINE 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT. UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 

DISTRICT TYPE - ALL. 

Change from 1972 to 1975 

DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. EQUALITY 

1 . Range 

. 2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. Glni Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 
T. Simple Cc~relat1on 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W. W 2 

4. Slope - W. W 2 . W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W. W 2 

9. Elasticity - W. W 2 . W 3 



'eric 



MORE Equal 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE M 

MORE " 

MORE " 



MORE 
MORE 



MOKE With Neut 
MORE " " 
LESS " " 



LESS 



II II 



MORE " " 
LESS " " 



MORE Equal 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

LESS " 

MORE M 

MORE M 

MORE " 



MORE With. Neut 
MORE " " 
LESS " " 

LESS " " 

MORE " - M 
LESS " " 



01 
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TABLE IV-19 
STATE - MICHIGAN 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Changes from 

Measure of Equality 

and Wealth Neutrality 1971 to 1974 1972 to 1974 1973 to 1974 



A. 


EQUALITY 












1. 


Range 


LESS 


Equal 


MORE 


Equal 


LESS Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


m 


LESS 


n 


LESS " 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


H 


MORE " 


4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


II 


MORE ■ 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


LESS 


H 


LESS 


tt 


LESS " 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


H 


LESS 


m 


LESS " 


7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


H 


MORE 


m 


MORE " 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Loaarlthms 


MORE 


m . 


MORE 


m 


MORE " 


9. 


S1n1 Cotffldtnt 


MORE 




MORE 


B 


MORE N 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 












1. 


• 

Simple Correlation 


MORE 


tflth Neut 


MORE 


With Neut 


MORE With Neirt 


2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


» n. 


MORE 


* N 


MORE " " 


3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


H h * 


MORE 


H n 


MORE " - 


4. 


Slope - W, W z , W 3 


MORE 


n 


MORE 


ii H 


MORE " 


5. 


Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


m N 


LESS 


H M 


LESS " 


6- 


Hlckrod S1n1 * 


MORE 


H N 


MORE 


H n 


MORE * 


7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


m N 


MORE 


m N 


MORE " '» 


8. 


Elasticity -W. W 2 . 


MORE 


N II. 


MORE 


N ej 


MORE " " 


9. 


Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


N M 


MORE 


n „ 


LESS ■ " 


ERIC 
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Measure of Equality 
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TABLE IV-20 
STATE - MICHIGAN . 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Changes from 
1971 to 1974 ' 1972 to 1974 



1973 to 1974 



A. EQUALITY 

1. Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. /Standard Deviation 
,'of Logarithms 

9. Glnl Coefficient 

i. ' - 

B. * WEALTH NEUTRALITY 
lfl Simple Correlation 
1 Slope - W 

;3. Slope - Hi W 2 

*4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 



■eric 



LESS Equal 

LESS "' 

MORE M 

MORE " 

LESS " 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE 

MORE " 



MORE With Neut 



MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
LESS 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 



II u 



MORE Equal 
LESS^ " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 



33 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

LESS H 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE M 



MORE 


With 


Neut 


MORE With 


Neut 


MORE 


II 


n 


MORE 


II 


H 


MORE 


II 


it 


MORE 


II 


fl 


.MORE 


II 


it 


More 


II 


II 


LESS 


II 


II 


LESS 


M 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


n 


MORE 


II 


H 


MORE 


II 


ii 


MORE 


II 


II 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-21 
STATE - MINNESOTA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT. UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1971 to 1975 
DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A 


EQUALITY 










1. 


Range 


MORE Equal 


MORE Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


N 


LESS 


N 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 


4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


MORE 


H 


MORE 


M 


5. 


Permissible Variance. 


~~H0RE~ 




MORE 


N 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


II * 


LESS 


II 


7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
ot Log«n wins 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


N 


A 
?• 

/ 




MORE 


N ' 


MORE 


N 




HEALTH NEUTRALITY 










1. 


Slmole CorreTttlOii 


MORE With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


m n 


MORE 


MM 


3. 


SlopS - W. W 2 


MORE 


* N 


LESS 


N N 


4. 


Slope - W. W 2 . W 3 


LESS 


M N 


LESS 


N N ■ 


5. 


Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


» N 


LESS 


N * 


6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 










7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


N N 


MORE 


N N 


8. 


Elasticity -W. W 2 


MORE 


H H 


LESS 


N N 


9. 


Elasticity - W. w 2 . W 3 


LESS 


M II 


LESS' 


N N 


ERJ.C 






91 


* 


3 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-22 

STATE - MISSISSIPPI 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED P*UPIL 

DISTRICT TYPE - ALL /V 

Change from 1971 to 1675 

DISTRICT > UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. EQUALITY 

1 . Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

i 

6. Variance 

\ 

17. Coefficient of Variation 

i 

8. standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. 61 n1 Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

I 

i 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W. W 2 
Slope - W. W 2 . W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

jS. H1c. ,od G1n1 

i7. Elasticity - W 

f 8. Elasticity -W. W 2 

9. Elasticity - W. W 2 . W 3 



■erlc 



LESS Equal 

LESS 

MORE 

MORE 

LESS 

LESS " 
MORE 

MORE " 
MORE " 



LESS With Neut 
LESS " 
MORE 

LESS " 



LESS 
MORE 
MORE 



LESS Equal 
LESS 
LESS 
MORE 
MORE 
LESS 
MORE 

MORE 
MORE 



.LESS With Neut 
LESS 

MORE " 
LESS 



LESS 
MORE 
LESS 
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TABLE IV-23 
STATE - MISSOURI 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - UNIFIED, ELEMENTARY 



Mm sure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



UNIFIED Sjaa2&±ffl m to 1975 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED PUP 



A. 


EQUALITY 






1 














1. 


Range 


LESS 


Equal 


LESS 


Equal 


LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


- 


MORE 




N 




LESS 


N 


LESS " 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 




MORE 




n 




LESS 


N 


LESS 


4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


LESS 




MORE 




it 




LESS 


N 


LESS " 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


MORE 




MORE 




N 




LESS 


It 


LESS " 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 




LESS 




N 




LESS 




LESS " 


7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 




MORE 




II 




LESS 


M 


LESS ■ 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


MORE 




MORE 




N 




LESS 


N 


LESS " 


9. 


G1n1 Coefficient 


MORE 




MORE 




II 




LESS 


N 


LESS ■ 


B v 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 






• 














1. 


Simple Correlation 


MORE with Neut 


MORE With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


LESS Wit. Netr 


2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


N N 


MORE 


N 




N 


MORE " 




MORE " " 


3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


N N 


MORE 


N 




N 


MORE " 




LESS " 


4. 


Slope - W, W z , W 3 


MORE 


N N 


MORE 


M 




N 


LESS ■ 




LESS " 


__. s. 


Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


N N 


LESS 


It 




N 


LESS 3 " 




LESS " " 


6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 


MORE 


N N 


MORE 


N 




N 


LESS " 




LESS M * 


i 

7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


II N 


MORE 


H 




M 


MORE " 




MORE " " 


8. 


Elasticity -W, W 2 


LESS 


II N 


MORE 


N 




N 


LESS " 




LESS " " 


9. 


Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 


LESS 


N H 


MORE 


N 




N 


LESS ". 




LESS ■» 


O 

ERJC 


* J 1 ' 






'36 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-24 
; STATE - NEW JERSEY 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

1974 to 1977 



Changes "from 
1975 to 1977 



1976 to 1977 



A. EQUALITY 

1. Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. 61n1 Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

L 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 



•eric 



LESS 


Equal 


- 


LESS 


Equal 




LESS 


ii 




LESS 






MORE 


ii 




MORE 


tt 




MORE 


n 




MORE 


ii 




MORE 


H 




MORE 


ti 




LESS 


ii 




LESS 


it 




MORE 

I I W It L 


ii 




MORE 


M 




MORE 


ii 




MORE 


it 




MORE 






MORE 


ii 




MORE 


With Neut 


LESS 


With 


Neut 


MORE 


tl 


II 


LESS 


II 


• II 


MORE 


II 


M 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


LESS 


It 


II 


LESS 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


It 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 







LESS Equal 
LESS 

LESS " 

MORE 

M0!lE 

LESS 

LESS 

LESS 
LESS 



LESS With Neut 

LESS " " 

LESS " " 

LESS " " 
LESS 
LESS 

LESS " " 

LESS " " 
LESS 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-25 
STATE - NEW JERSEY 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Changes from 
1974 to 1977 1975 to 1977 



1976 to 1977 



LESS 


Equal 


LESS 


n 


LESS 


M 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


II 


LESS 


N 


MORE 


M 


MORE 


n 


MORE 
nun c 


n 


LESS 


With Neut 


LESS 


U N 


LESS 


N II 


LESS 


M M 


LESS 


M H 


LESS 


» M 


LESS 


N N 


LESS 


N II 





A. EQUALITY 

1 . Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. Glni Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W. W 2 , W 3 

5. - Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W. W 2 . W 3 



9 

ERIC 



LESS Equal 
LESS 
MORE 
MORE 

MOPE N 
LESS " 
MORE " 

MORE " 
MORE " 

LESS With Neut 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 

LESS 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 



LESS Equal 
LESS 
MORE 
LESS 
LESS 
LESS 
LESS 

LESS 
LESS 



MORE With Neut 
LESS 
MORE 
MORE 
LESS 
MORE 
■LESS 
MORE 
MORE 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-26 
STATE - NEW MEXICO 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Changes from: 
1972 to 1975 1973 to 1975 



1974 to 1975 



A. EQUALITY 
1 . Range 

' 2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio . 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. | Standard Deviation 
' of Logarithms 

9. Glnl Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W. W 2 

4. Slope - W. W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W. W 2 

9. Elasticity - W. W 2 . W 3 



•eric 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS " 

MORE " 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS " 



MORE With Neut 

MORE " " 

MORE " "' 

MORE " " 

LESS ' " " 

MORE " " 

MORE " * 

MORE " 



MORE Equal 

LESS " 
MORE 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 
MORE 



MORE With Neut 

MORE " " 

MORE " u 

MORE " " 

LESS ■ " 

MORE " " 

MORE " " 
MORE 



'33 



MORE Equal 

MORE 

MORE 

MORE 

MORE 

MORE " 
MORE 

MORE 
MORE " 



MORE With Neut 

MORE " * " 

MORE " " 

MORE " " 

MORE " " 

MORE " ■ 

MORE " 

\MORE " <" 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-27 
STATE - • NEW MEXICO 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Changes from : 
1972 to 1975 1973 to 1975 



1974 to 1975 



A. 


EQUALITY 














1. 


Range 


LESS 


Equal 


MORE 


Equal 


MORE 


Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


N 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


M 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 


" H 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


K 


4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


MORE 


M 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


■ 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


LESS 


N 


LESS 


n 


MORE 


N 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


II 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


M 


7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


N 


MORE 


H 


MORE 


II 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Loaarlthms 


MORE 


M 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


. N 


9. 


G1n1 Coefficient 


MORE 


II 


MORI 


N 


MORE 


M 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 














■ i 
■ • 


Simple Correlation 


MORE 


With Neut 


LESS 


With Neut 


MORE 


With Neut 


2. 


Slope - W 


MORE 


H N 


MORE 


n n 


MORE 


N N 


3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


H « 


LESS 


N N 


MORE 


M M 


4. 


Slope - W. W 2 . W 3 * 


LESS 


M M 


LESS 


II II 


MORE 


N M 


5. 


Expenditure Difference* 


LESS 


It M 


LESS 


N N 


MORE 


M M 


6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 








m 




• 


7. 


Elasticity - W 


MORE 


M ■ 


MORE 


II N 


MORE 


M N 


8. 


Elasticity -W, W 2 


MORE 


II M 


LESS 


It U 


MORE 


N t N 


9. 


Elasticity - W. W 2 , W 2 * 


LESS . 


M M 


LESS 


- H N 


MORE 


N N 



ERIC 



* Negative wealth neutrality measures 
;.- evaluated as positive values; 1.6. » more negative 
1s not. more wealth neutral. 
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TABLE IV-28 
STATE - NORTH CAROLINA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1972 to T975 
DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. EQUALITY 

1 . Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

Glnl Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W. W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod Glnl 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W. W 2 

9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 



'eric 



LESS Equal 
LESS 

MORE " 

MORE *" 
MORE 
LESS 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 



MORE With Neut 

MORE 

MORE 

MORE 



MORE 
MORE 
MORE 



lot 



LESS Equal 
LESS 

MORE " 
MORE 

MORE ■ 
LESS ' 
MORE 

MORE 

MORE " " 



MORE With Neut 
MORE 

MORE " " 
MORE 



MORE " " 

MORE 

MORE 
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TABLE IV-29 
STATE - , SOUTH CAROLINA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT. UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

' Change from 1972 to 1975 

Measure of Equality/ 

and Wealth Neutrality DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 





rOKAl TTY 












Range 


LESS 


Equal 


LESS 


Equal 


2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


n 


'LESS 


n 


3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


LESS 


M 


LESS 


N 


4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


LESS 


it . 


LESS 


II 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


LESS 


H 


LESS 


II 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


N 


LESS 


N 


7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


' LESS 


H 


LESS 


N 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
Or Login tuns 


LLoo 


n 






9. 


Bini cc^TTicient 




M 




n 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 










i 

• 


S limit Correlation 


MORE 


With Neut 


MORE 


With Neut 

WW ■ vll 11 W 9M W 


2, 


Slope - W 


LESS 


II H 


LESS 


M N 


3. 


Slope - W. W 2 


LESS 


N II 


LESS 


N N 


4. 


Sic?* - W, W 2 , W 3 


LESS 


M II 


LESS 


M N 


5. 


Expenditure Difference 


am 








6, 


Hlckrod G1n1 










7. 


Elasticity - W 


LESS 


ii n 


MORE 


II II 


8. 


Elasticity -W, W 2 


LESS 


n ti 


MORE 


N. II 


9. 


Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 


LESS 


N H 


MORE 


N N 
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TABLE IV-30 
STATE - SOUTH DAKOTA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



A. ' EQUALITY 
M Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

S. G1n1 Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 
1. Simple Correlation 
2°. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - to 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

_ 9* Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 



•eric 



Change from 1973 to 1975 
DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



MORE Equal 
LESS 
MORE 
MORE 
LESS 
LESS 
MORE 

MORE H 
MORE 11 



MORE WlthNeut 

MORE " 

MORE ■ 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE u 

MORE " 



MORE Equal 

LESS ". 

LE5S " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE " 



MORE With Neut 

MORE H " 

MORE " " 

MORE " " 

LESS " " 

MORE " " 

MORE " " , 

MORE " " 

MORE " ■ 



J 



'J 3 



Change from 1974 to 1975 
DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



LESS Equal 

I ESS " 

MORE " 

MORE M 

LESS ■ 

LESS " 

MORE' 11 

MORE " 

MORE " 



MORE With Neut 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 



II N 



LESS Equal 
LESS 
LESS 
MORE 
LESS 
LESS 
MORE 

MORE 
MORE 



It II 



MORE With Neut 
MORE " " 
MORE M M 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
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Mm sure of Equality 
and Wtalth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-31 
STATE - TEXAS 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT. UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1974 to 1975 
' DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. 


EQUALITY 


















1. 


Range 


LESS Equal 




LESS 


Equal 


i 




2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


H *" 




LESS 




N 


* 




3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


MORE 


H 




M0R K 


N 






4. 


Rtlatlvt Mean Deviation 


LESS 


It 




MORE 




N 






5. 


Permissible Variance 


MORE 


II 




MORE 




II 






6. 


Variance ^ — 


LESS 


II • 


• 


LESS 




H - 






7. 


Coefficient of Variation^ 


LESS 


•1 




MORE 




N 






8. 


Standard deviation 
of Logarithms 


nunc. 


M 




MORE 




II 






9. 

* 


G1n1 Coefficient 


LESS 


H 




MORE 




M 




i 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 
















ri 

4 

' 




Simple Correlation 


MORE 


With 


Neut 


LESS 


With 


Neut 




2. 


Slope - W 


LESS 


N 


n 


LESS 




N 


N 




3. 


Slope - W. W 2 


MORE 


H , 


N 


LESS 




N 


N 




4. 


Slope - W, WS W J 


MORE 


N . 




LESS 




N 


H 




5. 


Exper.Jlture Difference 


MORE 


II 


H 


LESS 




N 


II 




6. 


Hlckrcd G1n1 


MORE 


N 


H 


LESS 




N 


N 




7. 


Elasticity - W 


LESS 


N 


N 


MORE 




N 


* 




8. 


Elasticity -W s W 2 


MORE 


H 


H 


MORE 




M 


N 




. 9. 


Elasticity - W. W 2 . W 3 


MORE 


M 


H 


MORE 




N 


N 




ERLC 




i 

















i 



\ 



101 



Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE IV-32 
STATE - WASHINGTON 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 

DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

° Change from 1970 to 1974 
DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A, EQUALITY 

1 . Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. G1n1 Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

. 4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

■ * 7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 



•eric 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS ■ 

LESS '" 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS " 

LESS " 



N « 



MORE With Neut 
LESS H " 
LESS M H 
LESS 
LESS 
LESS 
MORE 
LESS 
LESS 



II II 



LESS Equal 
LESS 

LESS • 

MORE " 

LESS " 

LESS ■ 

LESS H 

LESS " 

LESS " 



MORE With Neut 
LESS " " 
LESS " " 
LESS " " 
LESS-pJ' " 
LESS 

LESS " 
LESS M 
LESS " 



II * II 
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V. Analysis of Equality and Wealth Neutrality Measures Across States 

In this section the performance of the equality and wealth neutrality measures 
1s analyzed when the measures are used to rank a number of states at one point 
1rv time. Interstate comparisons of equality and wealth neutrality are worthy 
of examination for several reasons. First, when a state's movement toward 
or away from equality or wealth neutrality 1s assessed r !r time, the move- 
ment takes on added meaning when viewed 1n conjunction with a state's 
position relative to the other states. A movement away from equality 1n a 
state that 1s relatively equal may not be as troublesome as the same movement 
1n a state that 1s relatively unequal when ranked against other states. 

Second, the measurement of equality and wealth neutrality tcrxa states 
1s currently being carried out by the Federal government 1n its legislation 
for Impact a1o> Since the Federal government is using certain specific 
measures for Interstate comparisons,, 1t 1s Important to understand the per- 
formance of the measures utilized by the Federal government, a? well as those 
alternatives not Included 1n Federal regulations, 1f Federal policies ire to 
be evaluated. 

Third, regardless of whether they should or not, a large number of 
participants 1n the school finance "community" use Interstate comparisons in 
the legislative, executive, and judicial spheres. Since 1t 1s fairly certain 
that a multitude of Interstate comparisons will becarriSd out in the future, 
1t 1s critical that the methodology and potential problems Involved 1n these 
comparisons are well understood and widely disseminated. 



l'J6 
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This" section 1s divided Into two major parts; the first part examines the 
equality measures and the second the wealth neutrality measures. However, a 
similar methodology Is utilized 1n jioth parts. First, a number of equality 

'(wealth neutrality) measures are used to rank from eighteen to twenty-two 

*■ • 

states 1 at one point 1n time and the resulting rankings are compared palr- 

2 

wise for all the equality (wealth neutrality ) measures. That 1s, nine 
different equality measures are used to rank twenty- two states from most to 
least equal and those rankings are compared for all pairs of measures. y 

Three different statistics are used to assess the extent of agreement,, 
bet'wsen the pairs of equality measures when they are used to rank states at 
one point 1n time. These measures are explained, then Illustrated with a 

common example. First. Spearman rank correlations (p $ ) are computed between 

* ' 3 
all pairs of rankings yielded by two equality measures. The formula for the 



Spearman rank correlation 1$ the following: 

N 

6 

1 



it « 2 ) 



N 3 - N 

Where d^ 1s the difference between the ranks assigned to each state by the two 
different measures and N 1s the number Y\ states In the sample. 4 The Spearman 
rank correlation ranges from 1 (Identical *^nk1n7S s to -1 (opposite rankings). 



^The number of states used 1n the Interstate comparisons depends on data 
availability. As explained below, twenty-two states are examined with equality 
measures and eighteen with wealth neutrality measures. ' \ . 

2 x • 

The discussion 1n the remainder of this Introduction 1s valid for the 

analysis of both equality and wealth neutrality measures to follow. However, 

for brevity, only equality measures are mentioned. 

3 

Th1rty-s1x unique pairs of rankings are obtained when each of nine 
measures 1s paired with every other measure. 

*The Spearman rank correlations were computed by SPSS Version 7. 



The second statistic computed to assess the agreement among the rankings 
yielded by the equality measures taken two at a time 1s the percentage of 

c 

all pairs of states that are ranked In the same order by both equality measures. 

This statistic 1s called the Agreement-Conflict (AC) measure and Is calculated 

1n the nJ lowing manner. For any set of N states, there are N (N • 1) unique 

2 

pairs of states. When an equality measure 1s used to rank these N states, 
there will be K (H - 1) pairs of states with one state ranked higher than 
the other, Ignoring ties. The Agreement-Conflict measure 1s the percentage of 
the N (N - 1) pal^s of status that are ranked in the same order by the two 
equality measures. This meesure ranges from 1 (all pairs ranked 1n the same 
order) to 0 (all of the pairs ranked 1n the opposite order). Usually the 
measure ranges between zero and one and thus Indicates the percentage of 
pairs of states that are ranked 1n the same order. 

The third and final statistic used' to assess the agreement among the 
rankings yielded by two equality measures 1s the concordance measure. 5 Usually 
the concordance measure 1s utilized when the extent of thi agreement among more 
than two rankings 1s to be assessed. However, the concordance measure can be 
computed for two rankings and It 1s computed for the pairs of rankings so that 
the behavior of the concordance statistic will be more familiar when 1t 1s 
used to assess the agreement among three and four equality measures. 

The concordance measure (W) may be commuted as follows: 

w - 12 C^i fk R U " (M * 1))2 > 

M2 (N3 - N) 

where M 1s the number of equality measures (two 1n this case), N 1s the number 



hcc Xendell, M.S., Rank Correlation Methods. 4 th Edition. London: SHffln 
(1970), Chapter 6. I am indebted to Richard Schramm for calling this statistic 
to my attention. ' 

" ■ ' * 
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pf states being raJced, and 1s the rank assigned by the j tn measure to the 1 
state. The concordance measure can be viewed as the actual sum of squared 
deviations from the situation Where alt states receive the same total or 
average rank from all measures divided by the maximum sum of squared deviation 
1f all states were ranked 1n the same order by all measures. This can be 
seen from the formula for W by noting that (N + 1) 1s the average sum of 
ranks assigned to N states by M measures and ISM 2 (N 3 - N) 1s the maximum 
sum of squares 1f all states are ranked 1n the Identical order by each 
measure, without ties. The concordance measure ranges from 1 (perfect agree- 
ment among all measures) to 0 (no agreement among the measures). 

The mechanics of the three measures can be Illustrated with an example. 
Tablje V-1A shows the values of two equality measures (X and Y) computed for 
four states (A, B, C, and 0), and the resulting ranks labelled Rank (X) and 
Rank (Y). The calculation of the Spearman rank correlation 1s shown 1n 
Table V-1B. The sum of the difference between the ranks, squared, 1s 6 and 
the resulting Spearman rank correlation Is .40. Table V-1C Illustrates the 
computation of the Agreement-Conflict measure. In the example there are six 
pairs of states, four of which are ranked 1n the same order by both measures. 
Therefore, the Agreement-Conflict measure 1s four divided by six or .67. 
Finally, the calculation of the concordance measure appears 1n Table V-1D. 
Since there are two measures and four states the average sum of ranks for each 
state 1s %(2) (4 + 1) or 5. The sum of squared deviations from 5 1s divided 
by the maximum sum of square deviations yielding a concordance measure of .70. 

It should be noted that the rank correlation ranges from -1 to 1 while the 
Agreement-Conflict and concordance measures range from 0 to 1. The concordance 
measure for two rankings 1s very similar to the Spearman rank correlation but 



TABLE V-1 
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A. BASIC DATA USED TO COMPUTE EXTENT OF AGREEMENT AMONG RANKS 



STATE 

A 
B 
C 
D 



EQUALITY 
MEASURE 
X 

.1100 
.1200 
.1300 
.1400 



RANK (X) 
(1 • MOST 
EQUAL) 

1 
2 
3 
4 



EQUALITY 
MEASURE 
Y 

.0110 
.0120 
.0125 
.0115 



RANK (Y) 
(1 • MOST 
EQUAL) 

1 

3 
4 
2 



B. CALCULATION OF SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION 



STATE 

A 

B 
C 
D 



RANK (X) RANK (Y) 



1 



1 
2 
3 
4 



1 
3 
4 
2 



0 
-1 
-1 

2 



0 
1 
1 
4 



6(Zd 1 2 ) 6(1+1+4) 36 
P s ■ ■ 1 - ■ 1 - ■ .40 



N 3 - N 



4 3 -4 
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C. CALCULATION OF AGREEMENT - CONFLICT MEASURE 



PAIRS OF 
STATES 


MEASURE X 


MEASURE Y 


AGREE/CONFLICT 


A,B 


A MORE EQUAL THAN B 


A MORE EQUAL THAN B 


AGREE 


A,C 


A MORE EQUAL THAN C 


A MORE EQUAL THAN C 


AGREE 


A,D 


A MORE EQUAL THAN D 


A MORE EQUAL THAN D 


AGREE 


B,C 


B MORE EQUAL THAN C 


B MORE EQUAL THAN C 


AGREE 


B,D 


B MORE EQUAL THAN D 


B LESS EQUAL THAN D 


CONFLICT 


CD 


C MORE EQUAL THAN D 


C LESS EQUAL THAN D 


CONFLICT 



AC - AGREEMENT PERCENTAGE • 4/6 • .67 
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D. CALCULATION OF CONCORDANCE MEASURE 

AVE AVE 

STATE RANK (X) RANK (Y) I RANK E RANK* (l RANK-B RANK) 2 

A 1 1 2 c 5 (-3) 2 - 9 

B 2 3 5 5 0 

C 3 4 7 5 2 2 - 4 

D 4 2 6 5 I 2 - 1 



♦AVE Z RANK ■ % M (N t 1 ) * % (2) (4 + 1) - 5 



W- 12 (I (I RANK - AVE £ RANK) 2 ) - 12 x (9 + 4 + 1) - 168 - .70 
M 2 (N 3 - N) 4(64 - 4) 240 
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a difference 1s that one measure ranges from -1 to 1 compared to 0 to 1. 

Therefore the concordance measure will be higher than the Spearman rank 

6 

correlation In all cases. The Agreement-Conflict measure does not have to 
be greater the p and turns out to be greater than p 1n a little more than 
half of the cases In the examples to follow. 

After the palrwlse analysis of the equality and wealth neutrality measures 
the second stage In the methodology consists of an examination of the measures 
In groups of three and four. In these cases the concordance measure 1s 
utilized to assess the extent of the agreement among the several equality 
measures. 

In addition to the computation of the three statistics for the palrwlse 
comparisons of equality measures and the concordance measures for groups of 
three and four equality measures, the rankings yielded by the pairs and groups 
of three and four equality and wealth neutrality measures art examined to deter- 
mine the number of unambiguous rankings that can be derived from multiple 
equality measures. Unambiguous rankings occur when Individual states or 
groups of states can be ranked unambiguously more or less equal or wealth 
neutral than other states or groups of states. In the example Illustrated In 
Table V-l, State A can be ranked unambiguously more equal than States B, C, and 
D based on equality measures X and Y. .However, no further unambiguous rankings 
are possible; thus, these four states can be unambiguously ranked In two 
groups for these two equality measures. If two measures rank a set of states 
1n exactly opposite orders, the number of unambiguous rankings will b» one. 
The number of unambiguous rankings can also be one when the rankings are very 
jumbled but not exactly opposite. 



Kendall, 1970, p. 95 shows that for M equality measures - MW-1 . 
In the case of 2 equality measures, W - p/2 + .5 so that W 1s *VE jpy- 
always greater than or equal to p when M - 2. 
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The equality and wealth neutrality Measures are examined In turn using 
the methodology described above in the remainder of this chapter. 

A. Equality Measures 

The analysis of the behavior of the equality measures when used to rank 
a number of states at one point In time Is analyzed in four stages. First, 
the measures are examined palrwlse and In groups of three and four using the 
unweighted pupil unit of analysis. Second, the measures are examined palrwlse 
for the district unit of analysis and the results from the multiple rankings 
are briefly discussed. The comparison between the unweighted pupil and 
district units of analysis are presented 1n the third stage and the conclusions 
In the fourth stage. 

Data are In hand for a total of 29 states. However, since this examina- 
tion focuses on the use of a number of equality measures at one point In time, 
only states where date are available for 1975-76 are examined. This leaves a 
total of 23 states but since Illinois has multiple district types and only 
62X of the pupils are In unit type districts, Illinois 1s not Included In the 
sample. This leaves 22 states 1n the sample that Is used to analyze the 
behavior of the equality measures In Interstate comparisons. 7 

A 29 state sample can be constructed where one observation Is Included 
for every state. This sample would Include the observations from the 22 states 
for 1975-76 plus Illinois-Unit, 1975-76; California-Unit, 1974-75-, Colorado, 
1974-75; Kansas, 1974-75; Maryland, 1976-77; Michigan, 1974-75; and Washington, 
1974-75. A parallel analysis was carried out In this 29 state sample, however, 
only the results from the 22 state sample are presented and discussed since 
the results from the augmented sample are not different from those for the 
22 state sample. 

7 Even though there are multiple district types In Missouri, since 98X of 
the pupils are 1n Unified districts, Missouri Is Included In the 22 state sample 
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1. Assessment of Equality Measures Across States Using Unweighted 
Pupil Unit of Analysis 

The specific question addressed 1n this part may be stated as follows: 

When a nunber of equality measures, computed using the unweighted 
pupil unit of analysis are used to rank a number of states from 
more to less equal at one point In time, do the rankings from the 
different equality measures agree? 

In other words, 1f we examine the rankings that result from the application of 

two or more equality measures computed using the unweighted pupil unit of 

analysis to a set of states, at one point 1n time, will there be agreement 

among the rankings? 

The rankings that result from the application of the equality measures to 

the sample of 22 states 1n 1975-76 (hereafter referred to as the 22 state 

sample) are compared palrwise using . tht three statistics described above and 

these are displayed 1n Table V-2. The Spearman rank correlations range from 

»6589 to .9910, the Agreement-Conflict measure from .7270 to .9740, and the 

concordance measure from .8295 to .9955. Since, given the sample size, all 

the rank correlations are highly significant, an arbitrary cutoff of .84 

for the rank correlation and the Agreement-Conflict measure, .92 for the 

Concordance measure® can be used to Isolate the pairs of measures that are 

more 1n agreement. If these criteria are used simultaneously, the following 

ten pairs of measures can be said to be more 1n agreement than the other pairs: 

RANGE-VAR 

RES RANGE-REL MN DEV 
RES RANGE-VAR 
RES RANGE -GINI 
FED RR-REL MN DEV 
FED RR-COEF VAR 
FED RR-GINI 
REL MN DEV-COEF VAR 
REL MN DEV-GINI 
COEF VAR-GINI 



^en p - .84 for a pair of rankings, H - .92 . See footnote 6. 



TABLE V-2 

MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN EQUALITY MEASURES 
USED ACROSS STATES IN 22 STATE SAMPLE 
(unweighted pupil unit of analysis) 





RES 
RANGE 


FED 
RR 


REL MN 
DEV 


PERM 
VAR 


VAR 


COEF 
VAR 


x STD DEV 
\ LGS 


At llf 

GINI 


RANGE 


.7787 
.7840 
.8893 


.6589 
.7400 
.8295 


.6691 
.7530 
.8346 


.6680 
.7270 
.8340 


.8814 
.8480 
.9407 


.7945 
.8270 
.8972 


.6669 
.7360 
.8334 


.6804 
.7620 
.8402 


RES RANGE 


X 


.8430 
.8130 
.9215 


.8803 
.8570 
.9401 


.7470 
.7710 
.8735 


.9356 
.9090 
.9678 


.8272 
.8180 
.91 36 


.7651 
.7970 
. 8826 


.8656 
.8400 
.9328 


FED RR 




X 


.8995 
.8570 

Ail AT 

.9497 


.7199 
.7710 

OCAA 

.8600 


.7233 
.7620 

ACl "T 

.8617 


.8916 
.8610 

AJ CO 

.9458 


.6725 
.7530 

AAf A 

.8363 


.9243 

.883 

.9622 


REL MN DEV 






X 


.7346 
.7920 
• 8673 


.8182 
.827 

O AA1 
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In order to she* the actual rankings so that the reader can assess 
Independently whether or n t the equality measures agree, four tables showing 
palrwlse comparisons are presented. Tables V-3 and V-4 show the rankings for 
the coefficient of variation - 61n1 coefficient and relative mean deviation - 
61n1 coefficient, respectively. These two measures are 1n substantial 
agreement as the concordance measure 1s above .97 and the Agreement-Conflict 
measure 1s over .90 in both cases. 9 The lines on the SUMMARY RANKING MATRIX 
show the unambiguous rankings which will be discussed shortly. Table V-5 
shows the rankings for the Federal vange ratio - standard deviation of 
logarithm equality measures, a case where there 1s relatively moderate 
agreement. Table V-5 shows that there 1s more agreement between the two 
measures for the more equal states. Finally Table V-6 shows the rankings that 
result fn»i a pair of equality measure that do not agree, relative to the 
other pairs. The SUMMARY RANKING MATRIX shows that there are considerable 
differences despite the significant correlation and concordance measures. 

A different way of assessing the agreement between the pairs of equality 
measures 1s to compute the number of unambiguous ranks yielded by each pair. 
Table V-3 shows, for example, that there are 5 unambiguous ranks for the 
COEF VAR-GINI combination and Table V-4 shows 17 unambiguous ranks for the 
REL MN DEV-3INI combination. Table V-7 displays the number of unambiguous 
rankings that result when all pairs of the nine equality measures are used 
to rank the 22 states. The minimum number of unambiguous ranks 1s one 
and an example where there 1s only one unambiguous rank Is shown 1n Table V-6. 
It 1s Interesting to note that although the rank correlation and concordance 
measures are significant for all pairs, only one unambiguous ranking 1s 
present 1n 18 out of 36 or SOX of the cases. 

*The Agreement-Conflict measure 1s (100 » CONFLICT PCT). The CONFLICT PCT 
1$ shown on the tables, 1M 
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TABLE V-7 

NUMBER OF UNAMBIGUOUS RANKINGS FOR PAIRS OF EQUALITY 
MEASURES USED ACROSS STATES IN 22 STATE SAMPLE 
(unweighted pupil unit of analysis) 
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The series of pa1rw1se comparisons do show relatively more agreement 
among certain parts or groups of measures. For example there appears to 
be relatively more agreement among the coefficient of variation, relative 

an deviation and 61n1 coefficient than among amy other set of three 
measures. Furthermore, If the standard deviation of logarithms and the. 
Federal range ratio are added to this group, the agreement among the ten 
pairs 1n this group of five 1s relatively greater than among the other 26 
pairs of the nine equality measures. 

The agreement among the equality measures when used for Interstate 
rankings can be assessed further by examining the agreement among more than 
fro equality measures. Of course, the number of combinations of three or 
more equality measures, selected from nine, 1s quite large so that only a 
selected sample of the multiple comparisons are discussed here. 

Tables V-8 through B-16 display the rankings resulting from the applica- 
tion of groups of three and four equality measures to the 22 state sample 
and a summary of the concordance measures and number of unambiguous rankings 
are listed 1n Table V-17. These tables reinforce the conclusion that the 
agreement among the five measures discussed above 1s relatively substantial. 
The concordance measures are uniformly close to .9 or above, and two or more 
unambiguous rankings can be obtained 1n every case. The existence of more 
than one unambiguous ranking when more than two equality measures are 
utilized 1s noteworthy since over half the equality meausres taken two at a 
time result 1n only one unambiguous ranking. 

Thus It appears that there are differences among the nine equality 
measures when they are used to rank a set of states from most equal to least 
equal when the measures are computed using the unweighted pupil unit of 
analysis. However, there are groups of measures that show relatively more 
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agreement and yield more than one unambiguous ranking when used 1n multiples 
of three and four. For example, the coefficient of variation, standard dev- 
iation of logarithms, G1n1 coefficient, and relative mean deviation can be 
used to rank the 22 states and a clear determination can be made that cer- 
tain of the states are more equal than others on all four measures. However, 
there are enough contradictions among all nine measures so that if more than 
one unambiguous ranking is desired, certain value judgments will have to be 
accepted so that certain measures are eliminated from the set of nine 
equality measures. 

2. Assessment of Equality Measures Across States Using District 
Unit of Analysis 

The specific question addressed 1n this part may be stated as follows: 

When a number of equality measures, computed using the district 
unit of analysis, are used to rank a set of states from more to 
less equal at one point in time, do the measures agree? 

In other words, if we examine the rankings that result from the application 

of two or more equality measures computed using the district unit of analysis 

to a set of states at one point in time, will there be agreement among the 

rankings? 

Three statistics that compare the rankings for the nine equality measures 
taken two at a time using the district unit of analysis are displayed in 
Table V-18. The Spearman rank correlations range from .5618 to .9955, the 
Agreement-Conflict measures from .7140 to .9830, and the concordance measures 
from .7809 to .9977. Compared to the unweighted pupil unit of analysis these 
statistics span a wider range but it will be shown that there is more agree- 
ment among the equality measures when the district compared to the unweighted 
pupil is the unit of analysis. 

Again, all the rank correlations and concordance measures are highly 
significant. However, 1f the arbitrary cutoffs of .84 for the rank 
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correlation and Agreement-Conflict measures (and .92 for the concordance 
measures) are applied simultaneously to Isolate the pairs of equality 
measures that agree relatively more, 18 of the 36, or half, the measures 
meet or exceed these criteria. This 1s considerably greater agreement than 
existed for the unweighted pupil unit of analysis where only 10 of the 36 
cases met or exceeded these criteria. 

The greater agreement for the district unit of analysis can also be 
seen when the unambiguous rankings for the pairs of equality measures 
computed using the district unit of analysis are examined. Table V-19 
displays these unambiguous rankings and the agreement measured by this 
criterion 1s substantially greater for the district compared to the unweighted 
pupil unit of analysis. In fact, for 34 of the 36 pairs of equality 
measures, the number of unambiguous rankings 1s greater for the district 
than the unweighted pupil unit of analysis. 

Simultaneously with the overall higher level of agreement evidenced 
for the district unit of analysis, there are groupings of measures that 
exhibit the most agreement and these groupings are similar to those for the 
unweighted pupil unit of analysis. There 1s relatively higher agreement / 
among the 61n1 coefficient, relative mean deviation, and coefficient of 
variation than among any set of three measures, based on the unambiguous 
rankings. Furthermore, a relatively high level of agreement 1s maintained 
when the Federal range ratio and standard deviation of logarithms are added 
to the subset of measures. 

These levels of agreement can be examined further by using groups of 
three and four equality measures, computed with the district unit of analysis, 
to rank the sample of 22 states. Table V-20 shows the concordance measure 
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NUMBER OF UNAMBIGUOUS RANKINGS FOR PAIRS OF EQUALITY 
MEASURES USED ACROSS STATES IN 22 STATE SAMPLE 
(district unit of analysis) 
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CONCORDANCE MEASURES AND NUMBER OF UNAMBIGUOUS 
RANKINGS FOR GROUPS OF EQUALITY MEASURES, 
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and the number of unambiguous rankings for nine examples where three and 
four equality measures are used to rank the 22 states. Evidence from this 
table strongly suggests, once again, that there 1s relatively more agreement 
when the equality measures »re computed using the district compared to the 
unweighted pupil unit of analysis. The concordance measures are close to 
or greater than .92 and In all cases they are always greater for the district 
than the unweighted pupil unit of analysis for the sane sets of equality 
measures. Furthermore, there are a relatively large number of unambiguous 
rankings even 1n comparison to the palrwlse analysis of the equality measures 
computed using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis. 

For the district unit of analysis there 1s relatively more agreement 
when equality measures are used to rank the 22 state sample compared to the 
equality measures computed using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis. 
For certain measures, namely. the coefficient of variation, standard deviation 
of logarithms, relative mean deviation, G1n1 coefficient, and Federal range 
ratio , three or four equality measures can be used simultaneously and they 
will yield four or more unambiguous rankings and relatively high concordance 
measures. However, the selections of the district unit of analysis and 
the subset of equality measures are value judgments and most "equity assessors" 
would probably agree that the district unit of analysis cannot be used alone. 

3. Assessment of Equality Measures Across States: Comparison of 
District and Unweighted Pupil Units of Analysis 

The particular question addressed 1n this part may be stated as follows: 

When an equality measure 1s used to rank a number of states 
at one point 1n time, do the rankings that are assigned by 
the equality measure using the unweighted pupil as the unit 
of analysis agree with the rankings assigned by the same 
equality measure using the district as the unit of analysis? 
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The focus of this assessment 1s not on the agreement among two or more equality 
measures computed using the same unit of analysis as was the case 1n the pre- 
vious two parts but whether the equality measures are consistent across units 
of analysis when used for Interstate comparisons. 

Table V-21 displays the three statistics of association for each 
equality measure computed using both units of analysis. Note that these 
statistics are rather low when compared to the palrwlse comparisons of 
different equality measures using the same unit analysis. None of the 
Spearman rank correlations or the Agreement-Conflict measures 1s greater 
than the arbitrary cutoff of .84, except for the range which 1s unaffected 
by the' unit of analysis. (The statistics are, however, highly significant.) 

It should not come as a surprise that the measures are not in substantial 
agreement across units of analysis since the results of the separate analyses by 
unit of analysis differed substantially. However, the lack of substantial 
agreement across units of analysis forces a choice of one unit of analysis or 
the other 1f meaningful Interstate rankings are to be produced by more than 
one equality measure. The lack of agreement between each equality measure 
computed with two units of analysis can also be documented by the unambiguous 
rankings. For the Federal range ratio, relative mean deviation, permissible 
variance, coefficient of variation, and G1n1 coefficient only one unambiguous 
ranking , the m1n1mun number,can be formed using the same measure computed 
using both units of analysis. For the restricted range and standard deviation 
of logarithms there are two unambiguous rankings. Thus, there 1s fairly 
clear evidence that substantial agreement between the equality measures computed 
using two units of analysis does not exist. 
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TABLE V-21 

MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN EQUALITY MEASURES COMPUTED 
USING THE DISTRICT AND UNWEIGHTED PUPIL UNITS OF ANALYSIS, 

22 STATE SAMPLE 



SPEARMAN 

RANK 
CORRELATION 



AGREEMENT 
CONFLICT 
MEASURE- 



CONCORDANCE 
MEASURE 



RANGE 
RES RANGE 
FED RR 
REL MN DEV 
PERM VAR 
VAR 

COEF VAR 
STD DEV LGS 
GINI 



1.00 
.6217 
•4884 
.5280 
.6420 
.8272 
.7493 
.8103 
.5596 



1.00 

.7400 

.667 

.7060 

.7320 

.8350 

.788Q 

.8230 

.7140 



1.00 
.8108 
.7442 
.7640 
.8210 
.9136 
.8746 
.9051 
.7798 
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4. Conclusions 

Viewed In a very rough sort of way, the conclusions for the equality 
measures used for Interstate comparisons are not very different from the 
conclusions that were suggested for the equality measures used 1n one state 
over time. For the equality measures used 1n Interstate comparisons 1t makes 
a difference which equality measures are utilized since there 1s not perfect 
agreement among the measures. Furthermore, the equality measures that 
embody similar vaTne^^udgments agrer more tt in those for which the Implicit 
value judgments differ. For example, the three measures Identified by certain 
value judgments 1n Section III, the coefficient of variation, standard 
deviation of logarithms, and G1n1 coefficient, were shown to agree relatively 
more than most subsets of equality measures. 

In addition, two other measures that are also Insensitive to equal 
percentage Increases, the relative mean deviation and Federal range ratio., 
were also shown to agree relatively more with the three measures already 
mentioned than any other set of five equality measures out of the nine 
examined. 

Only 1f a small set of equality measure are Utilized for the district 
unit of analysis, however, will multiple measures produce more than two or 
three unambiguous rankings. If multiple measures are used with the unweighted 
pupil unit of analysis or with both units of analysis there will be agreement 
among the equality measures as judged by the concordance measure, but extensive 
discrimination, evaluated by the number of unambiguous rankings, will not be 
forthcoming. 

Therefore, the selection of particular measures and units of analysis 
must be made 1f clear cut rankings are desired from the Interstate comparisons. 
Although some agreement among the measures can be documented, the choice of 
a measure or unit of analysis 1s Important. 
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B. wealth Neutrality Measures 

The assessment of the behavior of the wealth neutrality measures when 
used to rank a set of states at one point In tine Is analyzed In four stages. 
First, the measures are compared palrwlse and tn groups cF three and four 
using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis and second, a similar analysis Is 
carried out for the district unit of analysis. The third stage Includes a 
discussion of the comparison between units of analysis for the Interstate 
wealth neutrality assessment and the conclusions are presented In the fourth 
stage. 

A somewhat smaller sample Is used for the Interstate wealth neutrality 
comparisons than was utilized In the last part for the Interstate equality 
comparisons. All nine wealth neutrality measures are available for only 11 
states In 1975-76. However, seven measures, all but EXP DIF and the Hlckrod 
61n1, are available for 18 states In 1975-76. 

A decision was made to use the 18 state sample In this section for a 
couple of practical reasons. First, the EXP OIF measure does not embody certain 
preferable value judgments and,^ifldd1t1on, conflicts substantially with the 
other eight measures. Second, the Hlckrod 61n1 cannot be computed 1n all 
cases. Therefore/ the 18 state sample for seven wealth neutrality measures Is 
utilized throughout this part. 

The 18 state sample excludes four states that were examined In the previous 
part. Alabama Is excluded since wealth data are unavlalable. Maine, Massachusetts, 
Georgia are excluded since the slopes and elasticities based on H, W 2 , and W 3 
were not calculated In a comparable manner due to limitations In the computer 
program used for the regressions. 

For completeness, however, the Spearman Rank Correlations between all pairs 
of the nine wealth neutrality measures when used for Interstate comparisons for 

161 
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the 11 state sample are presented 1n Table V-22. The correlations using the 
unweighted pupil unit of analysis are presented above the diagonal and the 
district unit of analysis below the diagonal . This table shows the relatively 
low level of agreement between EXP DIF and the other wealth neutrality 
measures. However, this 1s not the case for the Hlckrod G1n1 and this 
measure should be Investigated further 1f some of the computational problems 
can be resolved. 10 Also, 1t should be noted that the Individual rank correla- 
tions are somewhat different for the 11 state sample compared to the 18 state 
sample, to be discussed below, although the general conclusions that emerge 
from an examination of the two samples are not that different. 

It must be emphasized again that wealth measures are not equalized state 
wide 1n the data presented for three tf the states Louisiana Mississippi, aid South Carolina. 
Furthermore, the 15 states 1n the 18 state sample where there 1s some form of 
state wide equalization, the level of equalization varied considerably from 
around 20X of full market value to 100% of full market value. Therefore, 
conclusions must be limited to the wealth neutrality measures and not the 

rankings of particular states. 

*r ; 

1. Assessment of Wealth Neutrality Measures Across States Using 
Unweighted Pupil Unit of Analysis 

The particular question addressed 1n this part may be expressed as follows: 

When a number of wealth neutrality measures, computed using 
the unweighted pupil unit of analysis, are used to rank a set 
of states from more to less wealth neutral at one point 1n 
time, do the rankings from the different weal tfTnteutrallty 
measures agree? 



10 The.EXP OIF measure mlghte be corns Idered to embody more acceptable 
value judgments 1f 1t 1s divided by mean revenue. However, this possibility 
has not been Investigated 1n this report. 

11 It should be noted that the elasticity measures do compensate for 
different levels of state wide equalization but 1t 1s Impossible to compensate 
1n cases where there 1$ not state wide equalization. 



TABLE V-22 

SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATIONS 
BETWEEN WEALTH NEUTRALITY NEASURES 
IN 11 STATE SAMPLE 

(unweighted pupil unit of analysis above diagonal, 
district unit of analysis below diagonal) 



SIM CORR 
SLOPE W 
SLOPE W2 
SLOPE N3 
EXP DIF 
HICK 6INI 
ELAST H 
ELAST H2 
ELAST N3 

IS 3 



SIM 
CORR 



.7727 
.6818 



SLOPE 
H 

.7901 



X 

.9455 



.6909 .8727 



.3636 .0818 



.5000 .5182 



.8273 .6364 



.7364 .8000 



.5818 .6091 



SLOPE 
W2 

.7273 



.9273 
X 

.9636 
.0273 
.6091 
.4909 
.8364 
.7000 



SLOPE 
H3 

.7364 



.9636 
.9818 
X 

.2182 
.7364 
.4182 
.8364 
.7909 



EXP 
OIF 

.0455 



70091 
.2000 
.1545 
X 

.5727 
.2455 
.3818 
.5455 



HICK 
GINI 

.4091 
.5545 
.6727 
.6818 
.5909 
X 

.3000 
,8000 
.9545 



ELAST 
W 

.8091 



.8545 
.8727 
.8909 

r 

.3182 
.8364 
X 

.6818 



.4545 



ELAST 
H2 

.6818 



.6545 
.7545 
.7455 
.4909 
.9000 
.9364 
X 

.9812 



ELAST 
W3 

.6546 
.6636 
.7364 
.7364 
.5091 
.9273 
.9364 
.9818 
X S 



l'ji 



0 
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To put H another way. 1f we examine the rankings that result from the 
application of two or more wealth neutrality measures computed using the 
unweighted pupil unit of analysis to a set of states, at one point 1n time, 
will there be agreement among the rankings? 

The three measures of association computed for the rankings yielded 
by the seven wealth neutrality measures, taken two at a time, are displayed 
1n Table V-23 for the 18 state sample. The Spearman rank correlations range 
from .3044 to .9897, the Agreement-Conflict measures from .6270 to .9/40, and 
the Concordance measures from .6522 to .9948. 

The measures that are more highly related, however, are not randomly 
distributed among the pairs of wealth neutrality measures. It 1s fairly 
clear (and consistent with the .84, .84, .92 simultaneous'cut off criteria 
utilized 1n the last part) that there 1s relatively more agreement among the 
three elasticity measures, ELAST W, ELAST W2, and ELAST W3, and among the 
three slope measures SLOPE W, SLOPE W2, and SLOPE W3. This 1s consistent with 
the method in which the measures are calculated and the resulting value judg- 
ments that are embodied 1n the measures, as discussed 1n Section II of this 
report. 

This pattern of agreement within th' elasticity and slope wealth neutrality 
measures also appears when the unambiguous rankings for the pairs of wealth 
neutrality measures are computed. The unambiguous rankings for the pairs of 
wealth neutrality measures used for Interstate comparisons in the 18 state 
sample appear 1n Table V-24. By far the largest number of unambiguous rankings 
appear between the pairs of slope measures and between the pairs of elasticity 
measures while there are relatively few unambiguous ranking for the remaining 
pairs. (Recall that one is the minimum nunber of unambiguous rankings.) 



TABLE V- 23 

MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN HEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES 
USED ACROSS STATES IN 18 STATE SAMPLE 
(unweighted pupil unit 6f analysis) 





SLOPE W 


SLOPE U2 


SLOPE U3 


ELAST W 


ELAST W2 


ELAST U3 


MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION 


SIM CORR 


.3457 
.6410 
.6729 


.3086 
.6270 
.6543 


.3044 
.6270 
.6522 


.5831 
.7520 
.7915 


.5501 
. .7060 
.7750 


.6037 
.7320 
.8019 


Spearman Rank Correlation^ 
Agreement-Conflict Measure( 
Concordance Measure (W) 


SLOPE W 


X 


.9525 
.9220 
.9763 


.9505 
.9220 
.9752 


.6698 
.7710 
.8349 


.6409 
.7520 
.8204 


.5975 
.7390 
.7988 


Si' 

M 


SLOPE U2 




V 

A 


9897 
.9740 
.9948 


. 9^99 

.7320 
.7730 


. 99£ 1 

.7120 
.7761 


. 9UD/ 

.6990 
.7534 


ft 
W 


SLOPE W3 






X 


.5273 
.7190 
.7637 


.5212 
.6990 
.7606 


.4840 
.6860 
.7420 


ll 

w 


ELAST W 




i ^ 




X 


.9628 
.9280 
.9814 


.9711 
.9410 
.9856 


St 

M 


ELAST W2 

1*36 










X 


.9856 
.9610 
.9928 


{, 167 



SLOPE W3 



ELAST W 



ELAST W2 



TABLE V-24 

NUMBER OF UNAMBIGUOUS RANKINGS FOR PAIRS OF WEALTH NEUTRALITY 
MEASURES USED ACROSS STATES IN 18 STATE SAMPLE 
(unweighted pupil unit of analysis) 



SIM C05?R 



SLOPE W 
1 



SLOPE W2 
1 



SLOPE W3 



ELAST W 



ELAST M2 



SLOPE W 



11 



SLOPE W2 



14 
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When the wealth neutrality measures are examined 1n groups of three and four 
for Interstate comparisons, considerable agreement still exists among the slope 
and among the elasticity measures, but not for other combinations. Tables 
V-25 through V-33 display nine examples of the wealth neutrality measures used 
in groups of three and four to rank the 18 states. The concordance measures 
and the number of unanblguous rankings for the nine multiple comparisons are 
summarized 1n Table V-34. When the three elasticity or slope measures are used 
together, there are a relatively large number of unambiguous rankings compared 
to other multiple rankings examined 1n this section. However, once measures 
outside of the particular sub-group are combined, the concordance measures drop 
substantially and the number of unambiguous rankings 1s always one, the minimum. 

Thus, there 1s not considerable agreement among all seven wealth neutrality 
measures computed using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis when used to rank 
a set of states at one point In time. In other words, the selection of the 
correlation, slope, or elasticity measure for Interstate wealth neutrality, 
assessment does make a difference. However, there 1s considerable agreement 
among the three elasticity measures and among the three slope measures. Once 
a particular class of wealth neutrality measures 1s chosen 1t 1s not as critical 
whether the elasticity or the slope 1s calculated from a simple regression of 
revenues (or expenditures) on wealth or a regression using higher order wealth 
terms. But the selection of either the correlation, slope, or elasticity measure 
Involves the selection among a number of value judgments. 

2. Assessment of Wealth Neutrality Measures Across States Using 
District Unit of Analysis 

The question addressed 1n this part may be stated as follows: 

When a number of wealth neutrality measures, computed using the 
district unit of analysis, are used to rank a set of states from 
more to less wealth neutral at one point 1n time, do the rankings 
. from the different wealth neutrality measures agree? 
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•03230 

• H6f3 
•13026 
•139*7 
.13**3 
.160H6 
• 1 7364 

•ie*u6 

.20/69 
•21359 
•30**4 
.3122t 
.31*13 
•32204 
•35127 
•42032 

• 433*15 
•59225 



n 



0 





SUMMARY 
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2 


1 


1 


4 


N C 


5 




6 


13 


VERHT 


7 


4 - 


4 


15 


LOU 


1 


16 


2 


19 


N J 


4 


7 


a 


19 


TEXAS 


10 


3 


7 


20 


W V* 


6 


6 


9 


21 


niNfi 


3 


14 


!S 


22 


mss 


17 


9 


3 


29 


FtA 


14 


5 


10 


29 


N H 


A 


10 


1J\ 
14 


30 


CONN 


11 


a 


33 


SO 


u 


13 


11 


37 


ORE 


12 


11 • 


15 


36 


s c 


9 


19 


16 


43 


KTT 


15 


12 


16 


45 


no 


1* 


17 


13 


40 


N T 


16 


15 


17 


43 



MEASURE. .UNIT 



MEASURE.. UNIT 



COMPARISONS UlSACKttMtNTS CONFLICT PCI 



SIM rORR UW t PUPIL S L0C ' E UNW*»T PUPIL 

SIM rSS! "nWGT PUPIL f"* 1 » UN W6T PUPIL 



1?3 
1*3 
1*3 



*/ 
41 
40 



37.5 
26.6 



.1 ! 



4* 



L 




i:3 



Ss ?R0?.*0 W= «6427 
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TAILE V-2B 



TLAR— 1975 

I 

urijt of *nal— unmfi punt 



Vt**— IfTS 
MrASU^E—tLAST Up 
UNIT °F AYAL — UNWQ1 PUPIL 



VtA« — ,1*70 
HtASURt— E»-AJil W3 
UNIT Of A«AL--UN*t»| PUPIL 



TLAt—1* 
NEASUHtV- 
UN11 UF A*AL — 



RAN* STaU 



vai ue 



HANK STaFc 



VAtUE 



RAN* STATt 



VA«-Ut 



rank sta«* 



VAtur 



1 


niss 


•o3©5i 


1 N n 


? 


LOU 


.03**1 


2 NIKS 


5 


N H 


, .0*13* 
1 .1030« 


3 LOU 


* 


H C 


H VEN*f 


5 


VCR«T 


.10**5 


n TEXAS 


f 




•1**10 


6 MN* 


7 


UXAS 


• l3 0 5i| 


7 N C 


0 


N J 


•13919 


ft W yA 


• 


W VA 


•1**M 


9 N J 


10 


FIA 


•i9o9* 


10 FLA 


1! 


N M 




11 N M 


1? 


CONN 


•l9*71 


12 3 U 


13 


s o 


.2*111 


13 no 


1* 


ORE 


.33357 


1* ORE 


15 


HO 


.3*123 


15 CONM 


If 


s c 




1* St 


17 


N T 


•39*72 


17 N T 


1* 


KTT 


•*lo7A 


1ft KTT 



.0***1 
.1007* 
.1151* 
«13H3 
.1*0*0 
.13*1* 
.1*195 
.172** 
.1*2*4 
.1**51 
.«72i* 
.31**1 
.1177* 
.39/*% 
.3990* 
.^1*72 
.013S* 
• M21S 



n n 

LOU • 

HISS 

VEHHI 

HINN 

N C 

TEXA» 

W VA 
FLA 
S U 
N M 
HO 

CONN 
ORE 
9 C 
N T 
KTT 



•03200 
.11**3 
.1302* 

.11*07 

•10*55 
.1*0** 
•174** 
• 11*00 
•2U'*9 
•21409 
.30*9* 
•11*27 
.31*15 
•1220* 
•30127 
•*2U32 
•*31*5 
•09*20 



SUHHAMT RANKlNp HaTrIX 



n n 


3 


1 


1 


HISS 


1 


2 


3 


LOU 


2 


3 


2 . 


Vtfth? 


3 


1 


— 


H C 


* 


7 


* 


hinm 


* 


* 


5 


UXAS 


7 


5 


7 


N J 


■ R 




1 


V ¥* 


9 


A 


9 






io 


16 


N H 


~TT~ 


11 


12 


S 0 


13 


12 


li 


HO 


15 


13 


13 


CONN 


12 


15 


1* 




1% 


IS 


13 ~ 


f c 




1* 


-H- 


H T 


-B- 


17 




KTT 


IB 


I* 


-II 



sun 

0 

* 

7 
13 
17 
17 
19 
23 
24 
30 
3* 
3* 
*1 
*1 
*3 
*• 
51 
5* 



H E A S U R t — UNIT -nCASURC — UNIT 



CLAST H UNHCT PUf'IL f^ASf 112 UN WOT PUPIL 

ELAST H UN WOT PUPIL fLMl W3 UNWlf PUPIL 

CLAST W2 UNWGT PUPIL rtAOf Ul UNW6T PUPIL 



CUHPaHIOO«S UI«AOHEtHfcNTM CUNFlltf PCI 



1»3 
1*1 
1*1 



11 
* 



7«* , 

0.* 

!•» 



ERLC 



S* *?02.SQ U« .M2l 



TABLE 7-29 



YCAIU-1975 * 
HFASURE— SLOPE U 
UHI1 OF ANAL— UNWGT PUPIL 



RANK STATE 



value 



1 


n n 


1.02680 


? 


N C 


1.0 8 **30 


3 


TFXA S 


1.72000 


4 


VFH«T 


1.9^500 


5 


HISS 


2. 47750 


f 


W VA 


2.90200 


7 


CONN 


3«l2fl70 




N J 


3. 1*490 


9 


FLA 


3.2*320 


10 


N H 


3.5*ft50 


11 


ORE 


7.2*300 




KTT 


8. 260OO 


13 


LOU 


8.63250 


1* 


HINN 


10*96500 


15 


s o 


11.68600 , 


1* 


n r 


1H. 29000 


17 


ho 


21.93600 


1* 


s c 


96*30500 



YtA4 — l975 

nrASunr.. slope W2 

UNIT OF ANAL— UNWGT PUPIL 



YtA«--l*?5 
HEASURt—SLUPL tfd 
UNIT OF AWAL--UN««1 PUKlL 







Value 


rank 


STAT& 


value 














1 


N H 


77756 


1 


n n 


•54014 


• O 
r. 


N C 


l .69110 


2 


N C 


1.67300 


3 


TEXA$ 


1,85100 


3 


TEXAa 


2.26780 


4 


VER4T 


2.54000 


4 


verhT 


2.47940 


5 


U VA 


3.08940 


5 


FL* " 


3.67*40 


6 


FLA 


3,36150 




U VA 


3. 7*100 


7 


N J 


4.12890 


7 


N J 


4.16480 


ft 


HISS 


4.26670 


8 


CONN 


5.04440 


9 


N H 


4.87250 


9 


HISS 


5.51370 


10 


CONN 


6.24920 


10 


N H 


5*59100 


11 


KTT 


6.26700 


11 


OrE 


7.65900 


12 


ORE 


8.67000 


IS! 


KTT 


10.17300 


13 


s 0 


12.61900 


13 


s 0 


12.15600 


14 


HINN 


13.60700 


14 


HINN 


13.6*300 


15 


N T 


15.49900 


15 


H T 


15.49600 


16 


LOU 


16.49600 


16 


LOU 


17*01900 


17 


HO 


21.93500 


17 


HO 


il. 68600 


1ft 


s c 


110.06000 


16 


s c 


111.01000 



n 





suhmart 


RANKING HaTrix 












SUH 


n n 


1 


1 


1 


3 


N t 


2 


2 


? 




TEXAS 


3 


3 




9 




* 


fft 






W yA 


6 


5 


6 


17 


FLA 


9 


6 


5 


20 


HISS 


5 


8 


9 


22 


N J 


0 


7 


7 


22 


CONN 


7 


10 


ft 


25 


N H 


10 


9 


10 


29 




" 11 




11" 


•31 


KTy 


12 


11 


12 


35 


s 0 


IS 


13 


13 


41 


HINN 




14 


14 


4? 


LOu 


13 


16 


U 


45 


NT 


16 


15 


15 


46 


HO 


1? 


17 


17 


51 


s c 


1* 


18 


ift - 


54 



ERIC 



1 • J 



HFA SURE — UNIT MEASURE-. UNIT 



n 



U3 



COHPARlSOffS UlSAGKELHLNTS CONFLICT PCI 



SLOPE W U NW« T PU P1 L SLOPE U2 

SLOPE W UNWGT PUPIL &LOPE W3 

SLOPE W2 UfiW*T PUPIL rLOPE W3 



S3 4?56.50 W«. -9T6i 



UNW6T PUPIL 
UNWGT PUPIL 
UNWGT PUPIL 



1»« 
1»S 
193 



12 

1.2 
4 



7t» . 
7,6 ' 
2.6 



ISO 



TABLE V-30 



"»FJ|SIWC— SLOPE W 
Ot'If OF ANaL— UNHgI PUPIL 



TL4<— 1975 
flFASU^E— SLOPE Up 
UNIT OF *VAL— t'NUOl PUPIL 



yfAft— l*/9 
NtASUKl— ELA¥f U 
UNIT Of A?Al.--UNWfcT PUPIL 



YE**.- 4*75 
fItASUKi— tlftST U2 
UNIT UF A*AL— UNU6T PU»H 



RAN* 


STATE 


VALUF 


Rank 


STAft 


Value 


RANK 


STAU 


Value 


HANH 


STAit 


1 


N * 


1. 02660 


i 


N n 


,77796 
1.69140 


mmm ~ 
1 


niss 


.Obttdi 


mmmm 
1 


n n 


? 


N C 


1 .06M30 


7 


N C 


? * 


LOU 


•0&921 


2 


mss 


3 


TFXA S 


1*72000 


3 


TEX*s 


1,65100 


3 


N * 


.06196 


3 


Lou 




VFHHT 


1»9*!>00 


4 


VEK1T 


2.t>4tl00 


* 


N. C 


•10^«2 


•1 


VEKRI 




hi ss 


2.V750 


5 


U WA 


3,06910 


9 


VFhN* 


.10*65 


9. 


IEXA* 


6 


U VA 


- 2.9*200 


6 


FLA 


3.36190 


6 


niNN" 


•12HO0 


b 


flINN 


7 


CONN 


3.12*70 


7 


N J 


•1, 12890 


7 


lEXAft 


.13054 


7 


N C 


A 


N «i 


3*1**90 


0 


HISS 


4.26670 
4,07256 


o. 


N J " 


•13**3 


0 


W VA 


9 


FLA 


3.28320 


9 


N H 


9 


W VA 


.1*M1 


9 


N J 


IP 


* M 


3.54650 


10 


CONY 


6,24920 


10 


FLA 


•19U96 


10 


f-L* 


11 


ore 


7*27300 


11 


KIT 


•.2*700 


11 


N H 


. 19019 


11 


N H 


I? 


KTT 


••2*000 


12 


ORE 


••67000 
12,61900 


12 


CONN 


•1997R 


12 


8 0 


1? 


LOU 


••63290 


13 


s u 
niNf 


13 


s o 


.29110 


13 


no 


1* 


ninn 


] 0.9*900 


14 


13.60700 


1* 


ORE 


•33307 


!«♦ 


URE 


19 


s o 


11.60600 


19 


N T 


19,19900 


19 


no 


.36123 


19 


CONN 


1* 


P v 


1*. 2*000 


16 


LOU 


16,19*00 


,1* 


s c 


• 3*4M 


|fc 


1 C 


17 


HO 


2*. 93600 


17 


no 


21.93900 


17 


N T 


•39972 


17 


N V 


1» 


s c 


96.30300 


18 


s c 


110,06000 


1R 


KTV 


•40U70 


!• 


RTT 



Value 



,04661 
.lOP7f 
. 11314 
.13705 
.H04F 
c lt>61M 
•1*195 
.17244 
•!•?** 
,19351 
,27211 
.31443 
.41776 
.39761 
.39901 
.41672 
.13354 
•40235 



SMftfARV RANKING f A TR!X 




n n 


1 


1 


3 


1 


N C 


2 


2 


1 


7 


HIS* 


5 


8 


1 


2 


VERH1 


4 


4 


9 


1 


TEXAS 


3 


3 


7 


9 


U VA 


6 


9 


9 


8 


N J 


• 


7 


ft 


9 


LOU 


13 


16 


ft 


3 


FLA 


9 


6 


10 


10 


niNN 


H 


11 


6 


6 


N H 


10 


9 


11 


U 


CONN 


7 


10 


12 


19 


ORE 


11 


12 


11 


11 


S 0 


15 


13 


13 


It 


KTf 


12 


11 


18 


10 


no 


17 


17 


15 


13 


h r 


1* 


15 


17 


17 


s c 


18 


18 


16 


16 



sun 

6 

15 
1* 
17 
!• 
28 
32 
31 
39 
10 
11 
11 
91 
93 
99 
62 
69 
68 



« E A 


sun 


E U 


H 1 T 


ILOPe 


U 


UNMGT 


PUPIL 


•LOPE 


u 


UNW6T 


pUpIL 


SLOPE 


w 


UNW6T 


PUPIL 


•lope 


U2 


UNUOT 


PUPIL 


•LOPE 


H2 


UNUGT 


PUPIL 


ELaST 


u 


' UNHGT 


PUPIL 



S« 6128,00 M« .7905 



nEASURE — UNIT 



*L0PE 112 
FLAM I tf 
f-LASf 

fLA^f 
FLAIT *f 
FLAOf W2 



lit 
H 



UN WOT 
UNllOT 
UNII6T 
UNIIOT 
UNIIOT 
UNWOT 



PUPIL 
PUPIL 
PUPIL 
PUPIL 
PUPIL 
PUPIL 



8jS '2i 

-XT >w» *w 



CUNPaHISONS UlOAONEtntNTK CONFLICI Ptl 



1?3 
1?3 

t?3 
1»» 

1»5 



39 
30 
41 
44 

11 



7*0 
St.* 
«4.» 
26.0 
!••• 

7#« 



• • • 



• • • • • • • 



*EAS"HC— SLOPt W 

UM1 OF anal— unw$t pupil 





5 T A 1 1 


V*LUE 




S f a 1 1 


• ™ 










1 


N n 


1 • 02660 


1 
1 


mss 


2 


N C 


1 fi Ala v n 


9 


LOU 


X 


Tf XAS 


1*72000 


3 


N n 


H 


vrK«T 


1.9650 0 


1 


N C 


5 


mss 


?»i|7750 


5 


VtHlT 


6 


W V* 




6 


niNM 


7 


CONN 


3.i2ft7o 


7 


TEXAS 




N J 


3.l1l90 


8 


N J 


9 


FLA 


4*20320 


9 


V VA 


10 


N 14 


3.51850 


10 


PL A 


11 


ORE 


7,27300 


11 


N H 


12 


KTY 


6. 26000 


12 


CONM 


13 


LOU 


0.63250 


13 


s 0 


11 


MINN 


IO.965OO 


1* 


out 


15 


S P 


11*60600 


15 


NO 


If 


NT 


1 1.29000 


16 


S C 


17 


no 


2* • 93600 


17 


N T 


10 


s c 


96.30500 


16 


KTT 



TABLE V-31 

TLA1..1975 
MFASU»<r to .ELAST W 
UNIT OF A>|AL— UNUGT PUPIL 

VALUE 



,05051 

.05*21 
9 06156 
,10582 
.10*65 
,12100 
,13051 
,13913 
# 16611 
,19096 
,19019 
.19976 
,29110 
,33357 
,36123 
.36*61 
,39972 
,16076 





rtA«.„i*/& 






TEAK--A975 






HCASUKL— ELASI 


3 

U2 


ftEASUrtt— M.AST 


W3 


UNIT Up A«AL--UNWUT PUPIL 


UNIT 


UF A*AL— UNUGT HUPR 


HANK 


ST Alt 


VALUE 


NAN* 


&TM L 


VALUE 




m m mm» 




---- 






1 


h n 


.01661 


1 


n n 


•05236 


2 


niss 


•10U/6 


2 , 


LOU 


.11673 


5 


LOU 


• 11«H 


5 


niss 


•1509* 


1 


VEKIM 


•13/65 


1 ■ 


vek«i 


.15157 


5 


TEXA* 


• 111)16 


5 


niNN 


•lb153 


6 


niNN 


•1*611 


6 


N C * 


.16016 


7 


N C 


•16195 


7 


TEXAS 


.17961 


A 


W VA 


•17211 


6 


N J 


•16506 


9 


N J 


•10266 


9 


U VA 


.207^9 


10 


FLA 


•19&51 


1U 


H.A 


.21359 


11 


N H 


•27211 


11 


S 0 


•50291 


12 


S 0 


•51115 


12 


N H 


.51227 


15 


no 


•31/76 


15 


no 


.5111P 


11 


ORE 


•39/61 


11 


CONN 


.52201 


15 


CONN 


.39901 


15 


ORE 


.55127 


16 


S C 


•11672 


16 


S C 


.1203? 


17 


" N T 


•19551 


17 


N T 


,1331? 


10 


KTT 


.16**5 


16 . 


KTT 


•&9225 



n 

v 

V 



SUA* APT 


RANKIN^ 


matrix 














su« 


W M 


1 


3 


I 


1 


6 


MISS 


5 


1 


2 


3 


11 


VERf*T 


1 


5 


u 


1 


17 


N C 


2 


1 


7 


6 


19 


LPU 


13 


2 




2 


20 


TEXAS' 


3 


7 


5 


7 


22 


HINN 


11 


6 


6 


5 


31 


W VA 


6 


9 


6 


9 


32 


N J 


6 


6 


9 


6 


33 


FLA 


9 


10 


10 


10 


39 


N H 


10 


11 


11 


12 


11 


CONN 


7 


12 


15 


11 


1* 


S 0 


15 


13 


12 


la 


51 


ORE 


11 


11 


11 


15 


51 


no 


17 


15 


13 


13 


50 


s c 


, 10 


16 


It 


16 


66 


KTf 


12 


18 


1* 


18 


66 


N T 


16 


17 


17 


17 


67 




33 



" E A 


S U 


R E 11 


N I T 


SLOPE 


w 


UNUGT 


PUPIL 


SLOPE 


u 


UNUGT 


pUplL 


SLOPE 


u 


UNUGT 


PUPIL 


ELAST 


u 


UNUGT 


PUPIL 


ELAST 


u 


UNUGT 


puriL 


ELAST 


U2 


UNUGT 


PUPIL 



Ss 6616*00 Us .6555 



M E A S U R E U N 



CUNPaKISONS UtSnOKEtntNTS CONFLIC1 PL? 



eLasi u 

pL AST U2 

f-L AST L<3 

FL A5*T U2 

p-L AST U3 

fL AST US 



UNUGT PUPIL 
UNUGT PUPIL 
UNUGT PUPIL 
UNUGT PUPIL 
UNUGT PUPIL 
UNUGT PUPIL 



1»3 
103 
1»3 
103 
1?3 
1*3 



5t> 
30 
10 
11 
* 
6 



22.9 
21.0 
26.1 
7*2 

s.y 

3.9 



. 1 



YEAR— 1975 

«fasuhe— sm corn 

Ut'lT OF ANAL— UNU&T pupil 



mil V-32 

TEA*— 1975 
PrASU4r..cLAST U 
UNIT OF AMAL--UNUGT PUPIL 



Ti-An-.l^Itt 
NtASURt— ELAGt U2 
UWIT OF A*AL--UNW»T PUPIL 



fCAK— *»T5 
ntASUHfc— tLAST US 
UNIT OF A*AL-*UNWGT HU'll 



"1 

o 

V 



RANK STATE 



VALUC 



rank staH 



1 


LOU 


.5*949 


2 


N « 


•57259 


3 


PlNN 


• UUO 




N J 


• 1U20 


5 


N C 


.Mou 
• nHiO 


6 


U VA 


7 


VtH«T 


•1*070 


A 


N H 


•52550 


9 


s c 


•5^199 


10 


TfXAs 


•62227 


11 


CONN 


•6'010 


12 


ORE 


•70170 


13 


s n 


•75950 


1* 


FLA 


• 77*M 


15 


KTT 


. 7*300 


16 


N 7 


•79o20 


17 


piss 


•7*2*1 


1» 


NO 


••0990 





***** 


1 


piss 


2 


LOU 


5 


n n 


* 


N c 


5 


VEK1T 


6 


pin* 


7 


TEXAS 


0 


N J 


9 


U VA 


10 


pit 


11 


N H 


12 


CONM 


15 


s o 


11 


ORL 


15 


no 


16 


s c 


17 


N T 


1A 


KTT 



value 



.05051 
•05921 
.0615* 
.105§2 
.10665 
.12100 
.15051 
.15915 
.16*11 
.19096 
.19019 
A*970 
.29110 
.55557 
.56125 
.56161 
.59972 
.10070 



RANK STAT± 



1 
2 
3 
1 
5 
6 
7 
II 

10 
11 
12 
15 
H 
15 
16 
17 
10 



N A 
HISS 

LOU 

verhi 

TE*A» 
PINN 
N C 
U VA 
N J 
► LA 
N H 
S U 

no 

ORE 
CONN 

s c 

N T 
KTT 



VALUL 



•01*61 
.100/6 
•11411 
.13**5 
•11010 
•15611 
•161*5 
•1#*11 
•10266 
•19561 
•2**11 
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TABLE V-34 

CONCORDANCE MEASURES AND NUMBER OF UNAMBIGUOUS 
RANKINGS FOR GROUPS Of WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES. 
18 STATE SAMPLE 
(unweighted pupil unit of analysis) 
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In other words, If we look at the rankings that result from the application of 
two cr more wealth neutrality measures computed using the district unit of 
analysis to a set of states, at one point 1n time, will there be agreement 
among the rankings? 

The three measures of association between the rankings from the seven 
wealth neutrality measures, taken two at a time, are displayed 1n Table V-35. 
Compared to the wealth neutrality measures using the unweighted pupil unit of 
analysis, the measures of association for the district unit of analysis span 
a somewhat wider range although the pattern of agreement 1s very similar. The 
Spearman rank correlation ranges from .2528 to .9628, the Agreement-Conflict 
measure from .5950 to .9410, and the Concordance measure ^rom .6264 to .9814. 
At the same time, the groups of measures that are in agreement relatively more 
than any other groups are the three elasticity measures and the three slope y 
measures. All three of the pairs of slope measures exceed the .84, .84, .92 
cutoff utilized earlier and two of the three pairs of elasticity measures 
exceed this cutoff. Furthermore, the agreement among the two groups 1s all 
the more marked since none of the other flflteen pairs of wealth neutrality 
measures meet these criteria. 

This pattern of relationships between the wealth neutrality measures 1s 
repeated when the unambiguous rankings are computed for pairs of wealth 
neutrality measures. These unambiguous rankings are displayed 1n Table V-36. 
There are considerably more unambiguous rankings for the pairs of elasticity 
measures and pairs of slope measures than for most other pair of wealth neutrality 
measures. This 1s again the same pattern that was observed for the wealth 
neutrality measures when the unweighted pupil unit of analysis was utilized. 
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NUMBER OF. UNAMBIGUOUS RANKINGS FOR PAIRS OF WEALTH NEUTRALITY 
MEASURES USED ACROSS STATES IN 18 STATE, SAMPLE 
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The final comparisons for the wealth neutrality measures using the district 
unit of analysis are nine cases where groups of three and four meausres are 
used to rank the T8 states. Although the actual rankings are not shovm 1n this 
report, the concordance measures and number of unambiguous rankings for the 
multiple comparisons are shown 1n Table V-37. The concordance measures and 
the number of unambiguous rankings are larger for the groups of three elasticity 
and slope measures, as would be expected from the palrwlse comparisons. However, 
the number of unambiguous rankings are considerably less than for the wealth 
neutrality measure using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis, displayed 1n 
Table V-34. 

Thus, except for the number of unambiguous rankings for multiple comparl- 

sons, the conclusions for the wealth neutrality measures when used across states 

» 

are very similar for the unweighted pupil and district unlls of analysis. There 
are substantial contradictions among most wealth neutrality measures except the 
three elasticity measures agree substantially with one another as do the three 
slope measures. Some selection must be made among the correlation, slope, and 
elasticity measures, but the particular functional form of the slope or 
elasticity measure 1s not as Important as the choice among the three classes of 
measures. 

3. Assessment of Wealth Neutrality Measures Across States: Comparison 
of District and Unweighted Pupil Units of Analysis 

The specific question addressed 1n this part may be stated as follows: 

When a wealth neutrality measure 1s used to rank a set of states 
at one point In time, do the rankings that are assigned by the 
wealth neutrality measure using the unweighted pupil unit of 
analysis agree with the rankings assigned by the same wealth 
neutrality measure using the district unit of analysis? 

The focus of this assessment 1s not on the agreement or contradictions among two 

or more wealth neutrality measures as was the case for parts 1 and 2 but whether 
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f the wealth neutrality measures are consistent across units of analysis. 

The measures of association for the wealth neutrality measures computed 
using both units of. analysis are displayed in Table V-38. The measures show 
somewhat more agreement than for the equality measures used for Interstate 
comparisons For the wealth neutrality measures the measures of association for 
SLOPE W and SLOPE W2 exceed the .84. .84. .92 cutoff while none of the equality 
measures exceeded this level. (See Table V-21.) Furthermore, there are more 
than one unambiguous rankings for all pairs except ELAST W and ELAST W3. 
There are five unambiguous rankings for SLOPE W. four each for SLOPE W2 and , 
SLOPE W3. three for ELAST W2 and two for SIM CORR. 

Thus, while there 1s not perfect agreement between the wealth neutrality 
measures used for the Interstate comparisons computed on two units of analysis, 
there are not the widespread differences that were observed between units of 
analysis for the equality measures used for Interstate comparisons. Since the 
conclusions that were drawn for the wealth neutrality measures used for 
Interstate comparisons separately for each unit of. analysis were similar. 1t 
1s not surprising that there 1s a reasonable amount of agreement between units 
of analysis. 

4. Conclusions 

The conclusions for the wealth neutrality measures used for Interstate 
comparisons are relatively straight forward. It clearly makes a difference 
which wealth neutrality measure or measures are chosen for Interstate comparisons. 
There are considerable and consistent differences among the three classes of 
wealth neutrality measures Identified as the correlation, elasticity, and slope 
classes. 

However, there appear* to be considerable agreement among the three slope 
measures and among the three elasticity measures using either unit of analysis. 
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TABLE V-38 

MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN WEALTH NEUTRALITY 
MEASURES COMPUTED™ USING THE D) STRICT 
AND UNWEIGHTED PUPIL UNITS OF ANALYSIS, 
.18 STATE SAMPLE 
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This Mas docunented 1n the weaUh neutrality section briefly at the beginning 
for an 11 state sample and rather extensively for an 18 state sample. In 
addition, there appear to be *nr.e differences, but not substantial ones, for 
each wealth neutrality measure when the units of analysis are compared. 

Thus, cera tin choices must be made among classes of wealth neutrality 
measures 1f discriminating Interstate comparisons are to emerge. 
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VI. Sensitivity Analysis 

This section presents a limited number of sensitivity analyses focusing on 
several aspects of equity, measurement methodology. The analyses presented 1n 
this part represent an extremely small percentage of the types of analyses 
that need to be carried out before the Importance ot the various choices that 
are made when equity 1s assessed are better understood. With the available 
data, however, only a limited number* of sensitivity analyses can be carried 
out. 

The first part of this section presents a very brief analysis of the 
effects of using a weighted student unit of analysis on the equality and 
wealth neutrality measures, particularly when they are observed 1n one state 
over time. The second sensitivity analysis focuses on the effects of alternative 
specifications of the dependent variable, especially alternative treatments of 
debt and capital. The third part of this section presents the equality and 
wealth- neutrality measures for one state, New York, without the major city, 
New York City. The questions raised by the existence of large cities can only 
is touched upon 1n this report since measures for one year only are available 
for New York 1n the data set accumulated for this report. Finally, Issues 
related to t*e existence of multiple district types are discussed 1n the last 
part of this section. 

A. Weighted Student Unit of Analysis 

The assessment of equality and wealth neutrality using the weighted pupil 
unit of analysis 1s Important for several reasons. First, a number of states 
use a weighted student count extensively 1n many public policy decisions 
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Including the distribution of state aid. Second, the current regulations 
that spell out the way 1n which the Federal government plans to measure equality 
allow the use of weighted pupil counts at the discretion of the state and a 
sensitivity analysis such as this can help to evaluate the significance of this 
option. Third, as discussed 1n Section II, 1t can be argued that when "categorl 
cals" are Included 1n the dependent (revenue or expenditure) variable, weights 
that Incorporate the categories should be Included 1n the pupil measures as 
well. 

The use of the weighted pupil unit of analysis changes the basic unit 1n 
the distribution (revenues/weighted pupils) and changes the number of units 1n 
the distribution {weighted pupils) compared to the district and unweighted 
pupil units of analysis. As a result, the use of the weighted pupil unit of 
analysis has the potential to change the results of the equality or wealth 

neutrality analysis over time quite considerably when compared to the other 

A. 

units of analysis. 

The assessment of the weighted pupil unit of analysis 1s contralned 
* since data are available, over time, for only three states where the same 
weighting 1s used 1n a particular state for more thin one year. Analyses are 
presented for Florida, Illinois, and New Jersey inhere the results for the 
equality and wealth neutrality assessments for the weighted pupil unit of analysl 
are compared to the results for the unweighted. pupil unit of analysis. 

U Florida 

The equality and wealth neutrality measures for Florida for all three 
units of analysis appear 1n Appendix B, Tables B-22 and B-23, for 1973-74 and 
1974-75, respectively. Florida uses a rather detailed set of weightings and 
these are displayed 1n Table VI -1. Note that there are weightings for grade 
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TABLE VI -1 



Weights for Various Educations! Program ia Florida, 1975-74 



Magic FtQajWtn$ 

Kindergarten and Grades 1 p 2, and 3 1 .234 

Grades 4 through 9 1*00 

Grades 10, 11, and 12 1*10 

Special Programs for Exceptional Student* 

Educable mentally retarded 2.30 

Trainable mentally retarded 3.00 

Physically handicapped 3.30 

Physical and occupational therapy, part-time 6.00 

Speech and hearing therapy, part-time 10.00 

Deaf 4-00 

Visually handicapped, part-time 10.00 

Visually handicapped 3.50 

Emotionally disturbed, part-time 7.50 

Emotionally disturbed 3.70 

Socially maladjusted 2.30 

Specific learning disability , part-time 7.50 

Specific learning disability 2.30 

Gifted, part-time 3.00 

Hospital and homebound, part-time 1 5.00 

VocetiomlTecnnicml Prop mnw* 



Vocational Education I 4.26 

Vocational Education II 2.64 

Vocational Education III 2.1 1 

Vocational Education IV 1*69 

Vocational Education V 1*40 

Vocational Education VI 1*17 

Adult Education Program* 

Adult basic education and adult high school 1-21 
Community service 0.675 

•Vocational-technical programs are put into or* of dx categories depending amom the 
reUtive cost of providing the program. Most expert** are certain *op courses using a greet 
deal of expensm equipment; least ex pen d * ait secretarial course*. 

Source: Jack Leppert, Larry Huxel, Walter Germs, and Htber Fuller, "Pupil Weight** 
Programs ia School Finance Reform," to School Finance Reform: A Uijdetort Hendboo*. 
ad*. John J. Callahan and William H. WUken (Washington, D.G: National Confecenos ef 
State LigUatures, 1974). 



2?M 



'ERIC 



166 

levels and special programs. 

The assessments of the equality and wealth neutrality 1n Florida from 
1973-74 to 1974-75 are presented 1n Table VI-2. The use of the weighted pupil 
unit of analysis compared to the unweighted pupil unit of analysis changes the 
assessment of equality and wealth neutrality for selected measures. For the 
equality measures there are differences for the relative mean deviation, the 
G1n1 coefficient as well as the range. For the relative mean deviation and 
G1n1 coefficient the unweighted pupil unit of analysis shows more equality 
between 1973 and 1974 while these two measures for the weighted pupil unit of 
analysis show less equality. Differences 1n the other direction can be seen for 
the range. Thus, depending upon the particular equality measure chosen, the 
conclusions regarding equality can be different for the two units of analysis. 

Similar differences occur for the wealth neutrality measures except here 
there are differences between the unweighted and weighted units of analysis 
only for the ELAST W measure. But for Florida, this shows that the equality 
and wealth neutrality measures, particularly ones that may be more attractive 
from a value judgment point of view, can contradict one another when the 
weighted and unweighted pupil units of analysis are compared for specific 
measures. 

2. Illinois 

The qquallty and wealth neutrality measures for the three district types 
1n Illinois for 1972-73 and 1975-76 are displayed 1n Tables B-27 through B-32. 
The analysis of equality and wealth neutrality between 1972 and 1975 for all 
three district types and all three units of analysis were displayed 1n Section IV, 
Tables IV-12 through IV-14. The pupil weighting system 1n Illinois, known as 
Title I weighted average dally attendance (TWADA), 1s based on the number and 
concentration of Title I students 1n a particular district. 1 

._j R J F ° r rS,?!* 8 ^ 5 I"1noJs pupil weighting system see S. Alan Hickrod 

i ^" T' The 1973 School Finance Reform in Illinois; Quo Jure? Quo Vadl s? 
Illinois State Universliy, center for the Study of Educational Finance, March, 1978. 
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TABLE VI-2 
STATE - FLORIDA 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL, WEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1973 to 1974 
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and Wealth Neutrality 
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II 


MORE 


N 


• 4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


MORE 


ii 


MORE 


II 


LESS 


II 


5. 


Permissible Variance 


MORE 


ii 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


. M 


6. 


Variance 


LESS 


ii 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


M 


• 7- 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


ii 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


H 


8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


MORE 


ii 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


N 


9. 

• 


G1n1 Coefficient 


MORE 


ii 


MORE 


II 


LESS 


II 


B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 














1. 


oimpie torreiawion 


LESS 


With Neut 


LESS With Neut 


1 FCC 

LESS 


with Neut 


• 2. 


Slope - W 


LESS 


ii ii 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


ii H 


J* 


cirino - U 
olupc " lit If 


IIADr 

MUKt 


H ii 


MORE 


II II 


nunc 


H H 


4. 


Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


ii ii 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


N II 


• " 5. 


Expenditure Difference 


MORE 


ii ii 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


ii n 


6. 


Hlckrod G1n1 


LESS 


ii ii 










7. 


Elasticity - W 


LESS 


n ii 


LESS 


II II 


MORE 


M II 


• 8. 


Elasticity -W, W 2 


MORE 


ii ii 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


II II 


9. 


Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


11 I 


MORE 


« II II 


MORE 


II II 


^ERLC 






2' 


i) 

■ 
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For the equality measures, there are only a couple of differences between 
the unweighted and weighted units of analysis. The difference 1n the Unit 
districts occurs for the permissible variance and 1n the Secondary districts, 
the federal range ratio. There are no differences for the nine equality 
measures across the two units of analysis 1n the Elementary districts. 

The differences between the weighted and unweighted units Of analysis 
for the wealth neutrality measures In the Unit districts are extensive. Seven 
of the nine wealth neutrality measures Indicate less wealth neutrality 1n 1975, 
compared to 1972, using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis and more wealth 
neutrality using the weighted pupil unit of analysis. The wealth neutrality 
measures for the Secondary and Elementary district types do not vary according " 
to the unweighted and weighted units of analysis. 

In Illinois examples of extensive, minor and no differences across the 
unweighted and weighted units of analysis can be documented and, therefore, the 
Issue of unit of analysis Is Important 1n equity assessment. 

3. New Jersey 

The final state examined here 1s New Jersey where data on comparable pupil 
weightings are available for 1975-76 and 1976-77. The equality and wealth 
neutrality measures for these two years m New Jersey are displayed 1n Tables B-55 
and B-56. 

The pupil weighting system utilized 1n New Jersey 1s based on a number of 
different categories and Is displayed 1n Table IV-3. The assessment of equality 
and wealth neutrality between 1975-76 and 1976-77 for the three units of 
analysis are shown 1n Table VI-4. For this time period 1n New Jersey the equality 
measures are the same for the unweighted and weighted pupil units of analysis. 
For the wealth neutrality measures only SLOPE W2 shows a difference between the 



TABLE VI-3 



New Jersey Weightings for Categorical Aid Programs as contained 
in the Public School Education Act of 1975 (N.J.S.A. 18A:7A-20) 



Special Education Classes 

Educable 
Trainable 

Orthopedically handicapped 
Neuro logically impaired 
Perceptually impaired 
Visually handicapped 
Audi torially handicapped 
Communication handicapped 
Emotionally disturbed 
Socially maladjusted 
Chronically ill 
Multiply handicapped 

Other Classes and Services 
Approved private school tuition 

Supplementary and speech instruction 

Bilingual education 

State compensatory education 

Home instruction 



Additional Cost Factors 

0.53 
0.95 
1.27 
1.06 
0.85 
1.91 
1.38 
1.06 
1.27 
0.95 
0.85 
1.27 



Additional cost factor of the 
handicap plus 1.0 

0.09 based on the number of pupils 
actually receiving such instruction in 
the prior school year 

0.16 

0.11. 

0.006 times the number of hours of 
instruction actually provided In 
the prior school year 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE VI -4 
STATE - NEW JERSEY 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL, WEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1975^0 1976 



A. EQUALITY 

1 . Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. G1n1 Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W,. W 2 , W 3 



ERIC 



DISTRICT 



LESS Equal 

LESS ■ 

MORE " 

MORE ■ 

MORE " 

LESS M 

MORE ■ 

MORE 1 

MORE " 



MORE With Neut 
MORE " H 
MORE " "■ 
MORE 
MORE 



MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 



N n 

. N N 

* N 

m n 

M II 



2"3 



UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
t 



LESS Equal 

LESS ■ 

MORE ". 

MORE " 

MORE ■ 

MORE ■ 

MORE ■ 

MORE " 

MORE " 



LESS With Neut 

MORE M " 

MORE " " 

LESS • ■ 

LESS ■ ■ 

LESS " ■ 

MORE ■ ■ 

MORE ■ * 

LESS ■ " 



WEIGHTED PUPIE 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE ■. 

MORE ■ 

MORE ■ 

MORE ■ 

MORE " 

MORE ■ 



LESS With Neut 

MORE " " 

LESS » » 

LESS - ■ 

LESS - » 

LESS " 

MORE ■ » 

MORE - " 

LESS - " 
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two pupil units of analysis. Thus, for one time period 1n New Jersey there are 
only minor differences when the weighted compared to the unweighted pupil unit 
of analysis 1s employed. 

4. Conclusions 

The empirical Importance of pupil weightings has been documented, even 
with this limited analysis. The use of a weighted compared to unweighted pupil 
unit of analysis can change the conclusions drawn from Individual and sets of 
equality and wealth neutrality measures when used to assess a state over time. 

It should be pointed out that the pupil weighting systems significantly 
influence the pupil counts 1n Florida (1.41 million (unweighted) to 1.99 
million (weighted)) and Illinois (Unit: 1.27 million (unweighted) to 1.58 
million (weighted)) more so than 1n New Jersey (1.40 million (unweighted) to 
1.49 million (weighted) j. This probably accounts, to some degree, for the 
greater differences between the two pupil units of analysts in Florida and 
Illinois. But the Issues surrounding student weightings have only been 
touched upon here and are clearly werthy of further Investigation. 

B. Alternative Revenue Variables 

The dependent variable used 1n most Instances In. this report is local and 
state revenues excluding revenues for debt service and capital. In Section II 
1t was pointed out that a number of alternative dependent variables can be used 
in equity analysis and 1n this part two alternative revenue variables are 
utilized. The effects of the alternative revenue variables are Investigated 
by comparing the analyses of equality and revenue neutrality 1n a number of 
states over time when different revenue variables are employed. First Florida, 
New Mexico, and Texas are considered, then New Jersey. 
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For Florida, New Mexico and Texas, the revenue variable utilized 1n the 
report Includes local revenues for debt service and capital. In this section 
the alternative revenue variable used for these three states 1s local and state 
revenues less expenditures for capital. Note that this 1s not the same as 
Icoal and state revenues excluding revenues for debt service and capital 
since capital expenditures are partly debt financed. 2 While the alternative 
revenue variable analyzed 1n this section for Florida, New Mexico, and Texas 
1s not a preferable one for equity analysis, 1t can provide some Indication 
of the sensitivity of the equality and wealth neutrality measures to an 
alternative specification of the revenue variable. 

The equality and wealth neutrality measures for Florida, New Mexico, 
and Texas using local and state revenues less capital expenditures are displayed 
1n Tables VI- 5 through VI-13. The data for these three states that are utilized 
1n the other sections of the report are 1n Appendix B. The analysts of equality 
and wealth neutrality for the three states with the alternative revenue variable 
are shown 1n Tables VI-14 through VI-17. The analogous tables for revenue 
variable utilized In the report are Included 1n Section IV. 

When the tables presented 1n this section are compared with their counter- 
parts 1n Section IV, the differences are extensive. There are six Intertemporal 
comparisons (two for Florida, three for New Mexico, and one for Texas) and nine 
equality measures for each Intertemporal comparison yelldlng 54 (6 x 9) equality 
measures for each unit of analysis that can be compared with different revenue 
variables. For the district unit of analysis 21 of the 54 or 3935 of the equality 
measures yield different conclusions for the different revenue variables. A 
conclusion Is considered different or reversed when the same measure shows more 
equality for one revenue variable and less equality for the other revenue variable. 
.. 2 

Capital expenditures are ttxely to be very lumpy and either vastly exceed 
or be considerably less than local revenues for debt service and capital. 



TABLE VI -5 
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STATE — FLA 
YEAH — 1*72 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 



NUMBEp OF DISTRICTS -- 67 
NUNBEo OF PUPILS -- 1369723 
NU«Br» OF WEIGHTED PUPILS - 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS 





mcaSURpS Op MEAN* 


OlSTRIcT 












m 


MEAN ExW 

n»^f^ »Ar 


•iiS.if300n 






lOii. 30000 




R£* RANGr 


390.75000 


n 


FED ft R ' 


.620&0 
.11650 


m ^ 
D« 


R£L MM OFV 


• • 


PERM VAR 


. 86*76 


T. 


VAR 


21*69, 00000 




COEF VAR 


,l7*5j> 


»• 


STO DEV L6S 


•29600 


10. 


GINS 


.0*556 


It. 


SIN CORR 


.31563 


It. 


SLOPE u 


2.5S63n 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


1.95070 


U. 


SLOPE US 


1*33*10 


15. 


EXP DIP 


61.97900 


U. 


HICK GI N I 


.00606 


IT. 


HE AN W 


35,97500 


u. 


STO OEV W 


16,01700 


19. 


EL AST W 


.1100ft 


to. 


EL*ST w2 


.06301 


21. 


ELAST «3 


. 05677 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



663.56000 
10^6,30000 
S59.9H000 
.5H360 
•09513 
.67671 
10657,00000 
.1195* 
•13600 
.06577 
.6*35* 
3.66760 
3.69090 
5.69170 
169.6H000 
0.00000 
36.H1300 
17.17600 
.1720* 
.17307 
.25317 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions ; 

1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Dally Attendance ftDA). 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues less capital expenditures. 

3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed value. 



4. Districts: All 



TABLE VI-6 
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STftYE — FLA 
TEAR — *973 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 



NUMBER OF DISTRICTS -• 67 

NUMBER OF PUPILS — 1397320 < 

NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 188982 



MEASURES OF MEAN* 
EtU A LITYt A NO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



UNIT n F ANALYSIS 



OlSTRIcY 



UNUEISHTEB 
PUPIL 



MEI6HTE! 
PUPIL 





4 


AU full 

MEAN EXP 


»*>7«**uun 


1 ACft.9flflflA 


7A7* 9*000 
fori v 




2. 


R A NGE 


l*25,»000n 


1*;25,*0000 


l223,3oooo 




3* 


RE $ RANGr 


577,71000 


*3*\ 2*000 


265,31000 




*• 


FEO R R 


•7727n 


•52730 


•*9960 




5. 


REL MN OEV 




•11907 


.12073 




4. 


PERM WAR 


•65509 
49308,00000 


•9060V 


•90063 




7, 


V*R 


2*q12, 00000 


10*00,00009 




ft. 


eOEF tfAR 


•2230A 


.1*611 


•129*3 
•36000 




t. 


STO OEv LSS 


•66200 


•36100 




10* 


6INI 


.10575 


•07695 


•06*61 




11* 


SIM CORR 


•fl»71i 


•*03l2 


•32196 




12* 


SLOPC y 


•6**00 


2 •6*660 


1.905*0 




13. 


SLOPE y2 


,52*99 


*• 06280 


3.12890 




1*. 


SLOPE W3 


•95058 


3.667*0 


2.93150 




15. 


EXP OIP 


65*09700 


79*. 51000 


103.6*000 




1*. 


WICK SINI 


•01319 


•06626 


•01056 
*0«36506 




IT. 


N* A N hi 


«9,9Booo 


3*, 59200 




li. 


STO OEv y 
ELAST »y 


33,5330n 


2*. 02100 
•13369 


17,22900 




1«. 


•03227 


•09761 




20. 


ELASY U2 


•04635 


.20915 


•16029 




tl. 


ELASY y3 


•0*76s 


•1991* 


•1505* 



Variable descriptions; 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table VI-5 (Florida, 1972). 
b. Pupils (weighted): Weighted PTE 

2. Revenues: See Table VI-5 (Florida, 1972). 

3. Wealth: See Table vi-5 (Florida, 1972). 

4. Districts: See Table VI-5 (Florida, 1972). 
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STATE •'• FLft 

» 

YEAR — 1§T5 
DISTRICT TYPE 



1 



N.'.MBEo OF DISTRICTS — 67 
NUMBER OF PUPILS — 1416506 
NUMBER OF HEIGHTEO PUPILS 



UNIT "VF ANALYSIS 



MEASURES Op MEAN* 
etUALlTYt A MO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



OlSTRIcT 



UNUEI6HTED 
PUPIL 



UEISMTEO 
PUPIL 



1 
t 
S 
* 

s 
ft 

• 

f 
It 

It 

18 
13 
1* 
19 

1* 

It 
It 
10 

21 



MEAN EXP 

rAnbe 
rEs rRnbe 

FED R « 
REL HN OEV 
PERM VAR 
VAR 

eoEF VAR 
STD DEV LBS 
BINI 

SIM CORR 

SLOPE U 
SLOPE w* 
SLOPE U 9 
EXP OIF 

hick bini 
meRn 

8 r0 de v u 

ELRST u 
ELAST Ut 

EL AST U3_. 



ll4l t9 000O 
799,03000 
336,57000 
,62230 
•1231* 
•B7B96 
311ft7,ooooo 
" ,15*61 

•lftSOO 
.0667* 

•59536 
2,53720 
1,75160 
2,tftl6o 
141,6*000 
•00646 
69,10*00 
36,6*300 
,1535* 
,10616 
•1306? 



li 76*90000 
795,63000 
391,57000 
,*09B0 
.06991 
•9*090 
16716,06000 
•10966 

•11900 
,060*6 

•9926* 

2,*2150 
2,37560 
2,00950 
736,26000 
•00690 
79,96100 
31,63500 
,16*2* 
,16113 
•13630 



0,00000 
0,00000 
0,00000 

0,00000 

0,00000 
0,00000 
0,00000 

0,00000 

0,00000 
0,00000 
0,00000 
0,00000 
0,00000 

0,00000 

0,00000 
0,00000 
0,00000 
0,69000 
0,00000 
0,00000 

0,00000 



Variable descriptions; 

See Table VI-5 (Florida, 1972). 



211 



TABLE VI-8 



ST*TE ••m 
YEAR — 1»72 
DISTRICT TTPE — 1 
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MUMBEo OF DISTRICTS* *- 88 
NUMBEo OF PUPILS — 276155 
NU«BE» OF UEIfMTED PUPILS -« 



II MIT oF ANALYSIS 





* 


MEASURES OF flEANt 






UEI6HTEI 


• 






EiUftLlTY. k HQ 


DISTRICT 


unweighted 








FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


PUP L 




w 


1. 


MEAN EXP 


777.19000 


•• 

«53.67000 


0.00000 


# 




2. 


r*mge 


1343.90000 . 


1313.90000 


0.00000 






3. 


R E3 RAM8E 


910.0*000 


3So.0S0O0 


0.00000 






%. 


FEO R R 


2.37680 


.73170 


0.00080 






s. 


REL ilM OEV 


.23564 


.13366 


0.00000 








PERM tfAR 


. 80947 


.69210 

16030*00000 


0*08000 








V*R 


6523*. OOOQO 


0.00000 








COEF vAR 


.32863 


.19369" 


0.00000 


• 




t. 


STO OEV LiS 


.3S800 


.21200 


0.09000 






10. 


6INI 


.17372 


.09629 


0.0000c 






11. 


S«R CORR 


.40351 ► 


.29943 


0.00000 






It. 


SLOPE U 


1 .8369n 


1.2,6200 


0.00000 






is. 


SLOPE W2 


2.13260 


.63666 


0.00000 






■u. 


SLOPE WS 


2.29690 


••63270 
146.67200 


o.ooooo. 


• 




is. 


E*F OIF 


268.83000 


0.00000 






16. 


MICk 8InI 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 






IT. 


BEAM kf 


68,31800 


16.36000 


0.00000 






u. 


STO OEv U 


56.38300 


32.07600 


0.00000 
0.00000 






1». 


ELAST W 


•16147 


.06363 






to. 


ELAST w2 


.18746 • 


.04530 


0.00000 


• 




21. 


ELAST y3 


.19636 


-.04467 


0.00000 





Variable descriptions ; 

1. Pupils (unweighted): Average Dally Membership (ADM). 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenue plus Federal Impact aid (PL 874 revenue) 

le-s capital expenditures. 

3. Wealth: Equalized assessed value. 

4. Districts: *A11. . 
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State — n n 

YEAR — 1973 
DISTRICT* TYPE - 



N'iNBER OF OISTRICTS — 88 
NJH8£j? y PUPT.LS — 273063 
NUN8FR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 



MEASURES OF REAN. 
ElUALITY* »ND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



, II N" X T n F AN A LYSIS 



QlSTRIcT 



UNWElSHTto 
PUPIL 



.weismteo 

PUPIL 



1, MEAN EXP 

2, RAN6E 

3, RES R*K»C 
R. FEO^R R 

5. REL NN OEV 

6. PERN V*R 

V*R • 
COEF tfAR 

t, STO BEV L«S 

10. SINI 

It* SIN CORR 

It'* SLOPE w 

IS. SLOPE yi 

1%, SLOPE US 

IS* EXP OIF 

IS. MICK 6INI 

IT. RfjNJ 

It, STO 0£v y 

It. ELAST U 

*6. ELAST U2 

21* el^st US 



S9». 99000 
353*. 30000 
1139, 70000 
2.62580 
.29S8R 
• •0264. 
172570.00000 
. ,R9R1« 
»,80700 

.2*5*7 
.2566* 
1.6523*0 
1.6726ft 
li 65660 
2¥2 .39000 

o.ooooo 

76.81200 
6*.57R0b 
. 1*0*0 
.159*6 
• .15810 



659.00000 

353*. 30000 
350.26000 
.66100 
.1*380 
' .66*3? 
32356.00000 

i 27292 
. .31600 

.12**9 
.1971* 
.977S7 
..R38R5 
. .1.39250 
•109.03000 
.00621 
51. t66 00 
36.26300 
.07607 
••03*11 
•.10632 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooooo 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0*00000 

o.ooooo 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0*09000 
0.06000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooooo 

0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooooo 



Variable descriptions ; 

See Table vi-8 (New Mexico. 1973), 
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STATE — H n ■ 
TEAR — 197* 
DISTRICT TTPE — 1 



NUMBER OF (DISTRICTS — 88 
NUMBER OF PUPILS — 273743 
NUMBfR of weighted pupils 



_■ 




II M T 


T OF ANALTS 


I S 




NEASURrS OP flEANt 






• 






OlSTRlrT 

V 9J * W 9^ ■ 


UNUEZSUTcg 


ueismte 


«p 


riSrAL NEUTRALITY 






PUPiL 


mm 


« . MEAN E*R 

J! n»M»i wa» 


#99f c " 


i!3« 9**000 


0*00000 




f AAMtr 

* • P*«rjwc 


24S6.9000n 


2*16.90000 

^ ™ ^ 9 w w w w 


0.00000 ^ 

w 9 w W w w w 






1192,70000 


5*7,6*000 


0.00000 


mm 


% PEO R R 


* ^ T9WW|| 


1.0*960 


0.00000' 

w 9 WW w v w 




3* REL *H DEV 


9 V 


.19346 * 


0.00000 




4. DERM VaR 


•7HS7A 

1 76460. ooo on 


.0*163 


0*00000 




7 uAa 


*fl&36. 00000 

■ |# w ww f) WW w V W 


0.00000 




9, C0EF y&R 


• **299 


, 262*9 


0.00000 9) 




9, STO OEv L6S 


l. 06600 


.93000 
.13*16 


0.00000 




10. BINI 


•23399 


0.00000 




11* SIM C0«R 


,33217 .. 


.36311 


0.00000 




lt« SLOPE y 


l.7*7*fi 


1,96600 


0.00000 




13, SLOPE W2 


JL*9918n-- 


.9*939 


0.00000 




I*. SLOPE US 


1.89090 


•*9701 


6.00000 «) 




19. EXP DIP 


293,00000 


38,03900 


0.00000 




16, HICK 6tNl 


0.00000 
S6.99700 


0,00000 
97,30900 


0.00000 




17, MEAN U 


0.00000 




19, STO OEv M 


79,89200 


*6, 7**00 


0.00000 
0.00000 




19. ELAST y 


• 1602* 


•12978 
.076a* 




20 • elAst y2 


,1725* , 


o.ooooo 9) 




ft. ELAST y3 


.1706* 


.03670 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions; 

Set Table VI-8 (New Mexico, 1973). 
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STATE •• N H 
YEAR — 1975 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 



N'iMBER OF DISTRICTS — 88 
NUMBER OF PUPILS 265374 
N.'iHBrR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 



II N I t OF ANALYSIS 



MEASURES OF MEAN* 
EQUALITY. AMD 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



OlSTRIcY 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



X f MEAN ExP 

2. RAN6E 

3, RE$ RANGE 

4, FEO R R 

5. REL MM OEV 

4, PERM VRR 

?, V AR 

8,_C0EF VAR 

9* STO OEV LSs 

10. 6IMI 

11, Sl« COKR 
ia. SLOPE W 

13. SLOPE W2 
1*. SLOPE US 
19. EXP OIF 

14, HICK OlNl 
17. MEAN H 
1§, STO OEV H 
19. ELAST W 
to. EL*ST Ut 
tl. EL AST HS 



l034.*0000 
2331,50000 
1495.60000 
4,2957o 
•3309S 
,70*7* 
21*720.00000 
,**712 
.9**00 
.2*319 
.24080 
1.3*S*0 
1,77330 
2* 012*0 
384,19000 
0.00000 
94.41*00 
89,62*00 
.12510 
.14207 
.18371 



7»5.**000 
9^31,50000 
59o,*1000 
1.29710 
.17193 
.72*73 
*7*S*. 00000 
.27735 
•52400 
.15313 
.22*32 
.91*13 
.02905 
••94580 
.702.49000 
0.00000 
8*. 11400 
53,14500 
.07503 
.00237 
.,0780* 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.90000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table VI-8 (New Mexico, 1973). 
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STATE — TEXAS 
YEAR — 197* 
DISTRICT TYRE — 1 



TABLE VI -12 
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M.'.NBER OF (DISTRICTS — 1Q90 
N.'iRBER OF RUFXLS — 2531541 
N'iRSE* OF UEItHTEO PUPILS - 









t ■ Ai T 

U N I 


*■» ^ A\ AJ A\ 1 

▼ H r ANAL 


v oi r c 
T S i 5 






r^£A3Un£3 VIF HE AN 9 












rftUftLlTY* a Mr* 
|WAiktnt A"D 






yrTcuTi 






2?tS.*a\i MrUTlAi tTY 
FAECAL NC** I KALI 1 » 


■ „ 








1 

* • 


tie Ail r vd 


1 A«A 1 AAAa 

AU79f lUQQfi 




0#)0Q0Q0 




m 

*• 


A A AJ Af» 


WXtA AAA A A 


la f A* HA* AA 

0*970,00000 


A A A A A A 

o#ooooo 




* 


■Ca RAmbF 


1 lA) Aaaa^. 


7O7 # J%000 


A Aa AAA 

0*00000 






Pfcl# a a 


1 # •*W*0 


A A A A A A 

0*00000 






mfi mm net/ 
ALL nt OS* 


• 3»§U 


M A« H * 

•12 7*1 


A AAAAA 

0*00000 






Mia IfAM 
PLAN ¥Aa 




• riege 


0*00000 


w 


7 
* • 


yAR 


lAllAAO AAfliiA 

AaAAvuviuwuun 


.317*7 


A AAAAA 
0*00000 




•* 


COEF VAR 


1.0A210 


0*00000 




9* 


STO OEV L6S 


•99*00 


•*9*00 


0*00000 




10. 


OINI 


.29969 


.16235 


0*00000 




11. 


SlR Co>R 


.60209 


.♦5616 


0*00000 




is. 


SLOPE W 


.6930* 


1.2*360 


0*00000 




13. 


SLORE y2 


1.21220 


1**3730 


0.00000 




i*. 


SLOPE y3 


•**9l* 


1.70360 


0.00000 




ts. 


EXR OIR 


O62.*300n 


3*7.21000 


0.00000 




I*. 


HICK OINI 


• 0029i» 


•0263* 


0.00000 




IT. 




275.00000 


93.*t*00 


0.00000 




It. 
1". 


STO OEv y 


916.0200(1 


t 01 .09000 


0*00000 




ELAST y 


.21766 
•3093ft 


.13269 


0.00000 




t 0. 


ELAST W2 


•15330 


0*00000 




21. 


EL*ST yS 


•Il97n 


.10177 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions; 

1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Dally Attendance (ADA). 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues less capital expenditures. 

3. Wealth: Governor's Office equalized value In 1975 per 1975-76 ADA. 

4. Districts: All. 
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TABLE VI -13 
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STATE — TEXAS 
YEAR — 1*75 
OISTRICT TYPE — 1 



■N.'MBEo OF districts — 1090 
NjHBEo OF PUPILS — 2536472 
NUHBEp OF weighted PUPILS -< 







U N I 


r OF ANAL 


Y S I S 




HEASURgS OF MEAN. 










e*Uality« a NQ 


9lSTRlcT 


unweighted 


MEIGMTi 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


FJPIL 


1* 


MEAN EXP 


1336.0000(1 


in*5.30000 


0.00000 


2, 


R*N6E 


68691,00000 

it*i.*oooo 


66*91, ooooo 


0.00000 


3, 


R£$ RAM6E 


878,16000 


0.00000 


*. 


FED R R 


2.8028o 


1,506*0 


0,00000 


9* 


REL MM OEV 


.37917 


.19070 


0,00000 


6. 


PERM VAR 


.777*9 


.76572 
98ft72, OOOOO 


■ 0,00000 


7, 


yAR 


4653700, oooon 


0.00000 


6, 


COEF VAR 


l,61*8o 


,29961 


0.00000 


9. 


STO OEV L&S 


•79600 


•55300 
.1*76* 


0.00000 


10. 


6IMI 


.27736 


0.00000 


lit 


Sin CORR 


.66316 


,*5*65 
1.62930 


0,00000 


12. 


SLOPE W 


1.56130 


0,00000 


is. 


SLOPE g2 


.93191 


1,*91*0 


0,00000 


1*. 


SLOPE y3 


,57**9 


1,67810 


0.00000 


19. 


EXP OIF 


loss. ooooo 


37*. 23000 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK SlNI 


.00127 


•02909 


0.00000 


17, 


H£ A N * 


275, 06000 


93,527oo 


0.00000 


I*. 


STO OEv W 


916,62000 


99,61300 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST U 


.321*7 


.12753 


0.00000 


to. 


ELRST U2 


.19166 


.133** 


0.00000 


21. 


ELA ST U 3 


.11829 


.168Q* 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions; 

See Table VI-12 (Texas. 1974). 
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TABLE VM4 
STATE - FLORIDA* 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 



Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 


Chanae from 1972 to 1975 


Change from 1973 to 1975 


DISTRICT 




UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 


DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTED 

pupil : 


A. EQUALITY 


















1 . Rangt 


MORE 


Equal 




MORE Equal 


MORE Equal 


MORE Equal 


2. Restricted Range 


LESS 


N 




LESS 


N 


MORE 


N 


MORE " 


3. Federal Range Ratio 


LESS 






MORE 


N 


MORE 


II 


MORE " 


4. Relative Mean Deviation 


LESS 


N 




MORE 


M 


MORE 


* 


MORE 


5. Permissible Variance 


MORE 


N 




MORE 


N 


MORE 


II 


■■nor * 
PURE 


6. Variance 


LESS 


M 




•LESS 


Jl 


MORE 


' II 


UMlr : ■ 

nJRE 


7. Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


a 




MORE 


M 


MORE 


II • 


nURE 


8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


MORE 


N 




MORE 


■ 


MORE 


II 


MORE " 


9. 61n1 Coefficient 


LESS 


It 




MORE 


n 


MORE 


M 


MORE " 


B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 


• 






* 










1. Simple Correlation 


LESS 


With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


LESS With Neut 


LESS With Nc 


2. Slope - W 


MORE 


M 


II 


MORE " 


n 


LESS 


N H 


MORE " " 


3. Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


N 


N 


MORE " 


M 


LESS 


r M H 


MORE " " 


4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 


LESS 


II 


N 


MORE " 


N 


LESS 


* N 


MORE 


5. Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


M 


II 


MORE " 


N 


LESS 


Mf N 


MORE " " 


6. Hlckrod 61n1 


LESS 


N 


H 






MORE 


N II 


MORE " • " 


7. Elasticity - W 


LESS 


II 


N 


MORE " 


M 


LESS 


II N 


LESS " " 


8. Elasticity -W. W 2 


LESS 


N 


II 


MORE H 


N 


LESS 


N N 


MORE " " 


9. Elasticity - w, w 2 , W 3 


LESS 


II 


N 


MORE " 


M 


LESS 


II II 


MORE " • 



^Capital expenditures deducted from state and local revenues. 



ERIC 
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TABLE VI-15 
STATE - NEW MEXICO* 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Changes from; 





impure w i tv^uu ■ i \*j 

and Wealth Neutrality 


1972 to 1975 


1973 to 1975 


1974 to 1975 




A. EQUALITY 


















• 


1. Range 


LESS Equal 




MORE 


n 




MORE Equal 




2. Restricted Range 


LESS 


N 




LESS 


M 




LESS 


M 




3. Federal Range Ratio 


LESS 


M 




LESS 


II 




LESS 


H 


m 


4. Relative Mean Deviation 


LESS 


M 




LESS 


H 




LESS 


M 




5. Permissible Variance 


LESS 


M 




LESS 


II 




LESS 


II 


! 


6. Variance 


LESS 


M 




LESS 


II 




LESS 


H 




7 Coefficient of Variation 

/ • vV CI 1 l« 1 CI IV W 1 W m m ■ » *m-*m » w» ■ 


LESS 


II 




MORE 


II 




LESS 


II 




8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


LESS 


M 

l 




LESS 


II 




MORE 


M 




9. G1n1 Coefficient 

ft UPAl YH NEUTRALITY 


LESS 


II 




LESS 


II 




LESS 1 


II 




I. jiinpie Lorreiaviun * 


MORE With Neut 


LESS With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


• 


jm. mm m* II 

2. Slope - W 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II N 




3. Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


. II 


MORE 


II m « 




4. Slope - Hi H 2 , W 3 


MORE 


II 


II 


LESS 


II 


II 


LESS 


II H 


• 


5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod 61n1 


LESS 


II 


II 


LESS 


II 


II 


LESS 


N II 




7. Elasticity - W 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II 


II 


MORE 


II II 


• 


8. Elasticity -W, W 2 


MORE 


II 


II 


LESS 


II 


II 


MORE 


II II 




9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


II 


M 


LESS 


II 


II 


LESS 


II * 



♦Capital expenditures deducted from state and local revenues. 

' ERIC •' ; 2 '~2 
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TABLE VI-16 
STATE - NEW MEXICO* 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Changes from: 



Nta sure of Equal 

and Wealth Neutrality 


1972 to 1975" 


1973 to 1975 


1974 to 1975 - 


A. EQUALITY 














1 . Range 


LESS 


Equal 


MORE Equal 


MORE Equal 


2. Restricted Range 


LESS 


u 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


H 

o 


3. Federal Range Ratio 


1 F^ 


M 


LESS 


H 


LESS 


N 


4. Relative Mean Deviation 


f F^ 


M 


MORE 


II 


MORE 


m 


5. Permissible Variance 


1 FSS 


N 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


ii 


6* Variance 


1 F<K 


N 


LESS 


II 


LESS 


N 


7. Coefficient of Variation 




n 


LESS 


n 


MORE 


H 


8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


LESS 


N 


LESS 


ii 


MORE 


II 


9. G1n1 Coefficient 


LESS 


M 


LESS 


ii 


MORE 


II . 


B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 














1. Simple Correlation 


MORE 


With Neut 


LESS With Neut 


MORE With Neut 


2. Slope - W 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


ii ii 


MORE 


H M 


3. Slope -W, W 2 ** 


MORE 


II II 


MORE 


N H 


MORE 


* N 


4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 ** 


LESS 


m n 


MORE 


H H 


LESS 


N II 


5. Expenditure Difference** 


LESS 


H H 


MORE 


M N 


LESS 


II II 


6. Hlckrod G1n1 












• 


7. Elasticity - W 


MORE 


N II 


MORE 


H N 


MORE 


II II 


8. Elasticity -W, W 2 ** 


MORE 


H H 


MORE 


H H 


MORE 


H 1 n. 


9. Elasticity - W, W 2 , W 3 ** 


LESS 


H H 


MORE 


N H 


LESS 


M H 



ERIC 



♦Capital expenditures deducted from state and local revenues. 
^Negative wealth neutrality measures evaluated as positive values; 
i.e. more negative 1s not more wealth neutral. 

223 '; , 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE VI-17 
STATE - TEXAS* 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Change from 1974 to 1975 

^/DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 



A. EQUALITY 

1. Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

i 

9. 61 n1 Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W. W 2 , W 3 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE 11 

MORE M 

LESS " 

LESS M 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE With Neut 

LESS M ■ 

MORE H " 

LESS " M 

LESS " " 
MORE 
LESS 
MORE 
MORE 



If It 

H M 

II II 

II H 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE * 

LESS " 

MORE " 

LESS " 

MORE H 



MORE With Neut 
LESS " * 
LESS " M - 
LESS ■ B 
LESS 
llORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 



II II 



II II 



■erlc 



♦Capital expenditures deducted from state and local revenues. 
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For the unweighted pupil unit of anlaysls 26 of the 54 or 48% of the equality 
variables 1n the six Intertemporal comparisons are reversed for one revenue 
variable compared to the ether. The distribution of the differences between 
the measures among the six Intertemporal comparisons are shown In Table VI-18. 

There are also widespread differences for the wealth neutrality measures. 
Since the Hlckrod G1n1 was not computed in all Instances, there are somewhat 
less than 54 comparisons for each unit of analysis. For the district unit of 
analysis, the conclusions for the wealth neutrality measures are reversed 1n 
20 of the 51 or 39* of the cases and for the unweighted pupil unit of analysis 
the conclusions are different 1n 14 of 49 or 29X of the cases. Again, the 
distribution of the differences among the six Intertemporal compar1sons\re^ 
displayed 1n Table VI-18. 

Capital expenditures are, by their nature, quite lumpy and bound to 
differ considerably across districts, so that in some ways, this Is not the most 
appropriate sensitivity analysis for the revenue variable. Nevertheless, the 
extent of the reversals are such that we could conjecture that the Inclusion of 
categorical s or Federal revenues could .iiake a. difference when a state 1s being 
evaluated over time. Obviously, 1t has been shown that particular attention 
should be paid to the treatment of capital expenditures. 

For New Jersey, the alternative revenue variable is different from the 
one used for Florida, New Mexico, and Texas. In the previous analyses 1n this 
report, the revenue variable for New Jersey was local and state revenues 
excluding revenues for debt service and capital. In this part, local and state 
revenues Including revenues for debt service and capital are analyzed 1n New 
Jersey over time and the results for this alternative revenue variable are 
compared with the results for the local and state revenues excluding revenues 
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TABLE VI-18 

NUMBER OF EQUALITY AND WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES 
THAT ARE DIFFERENT, OVERTIME, 
FOR ALTERNATIVE REVENUE VARIABLES 



Equality Measures 

District Unit of 
Analysis 

Unwt Pupil Unit 
of Analysis 



Florida Florida NM NM NM Texas 

72 to 75 73 to 75 72 to 75 73 to 75 74 to 75 74 to 75 



4/9 



6/9 



1/9 



4/9 



1/9 



5/9 



6/9 



6/9 



7/9 



4/9 



2/9 



.1/9 



TOTAL 

21/54 
26/54 



Wealth Neutrality 
Measures 

District Unit of 

Analysis 5/9 6/9 

Unwt Pupil Unit 

of Analysis 1/8 3/8 



0/8 
0/8 



4/8 3/8 



5/8 3/8 



2/9 



2/9 



20/51 



14/49 



1 ® 

'eric 



226 



f 
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_for debt serv+ce and capital rthat were analyzed earlier 1n the report. The 
equality and wealth neutrality fcr 1974-75, 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78 with 
local and state revenues Including revenues for debt service and capital as the 
dependent variable are presented 1n Tables VI-13 through VI-22. The Intertem- 
poral comparisons for these data are displayed 1n Tables VI-23 and VI -24, for 
the district and unweighted pupil units of analysis, respectively*. 

Since the differences between the two revenue variables are less drastic 
than for Florida, New Mexico, and Texas, fewer differences, or reversed measures, 
1n the three Intertemporal comparisons might be expected* Vhen the results 1n 
Tables VI-23 and VI-24 are compared to those 1n Tables IV-24 and IV-25 fewer 
reversed conclusions do occur. For the 27 equality measures In the three 
Intertemporal comparisons where the district Is the unit of analysis only 2 
of the 27 or 71 of the cases are reversed; for the unweighted pupil unit of 
analysis there are different conclusions 1n 4 of the 27 or 151 of the cases. 
These figures are somewhat lower than for the three states examined earlier. 

For the wealth neutrality v measures there are differences between the 
conclusions when revenues for debt service and capital are Included and excluded' 
1n 2 of the 27 or 7t of the cases for the district as the unit of analysis and 
1n 8 of the 25 or 32% of the cases when the unweighted pupil 1s the unit of 
analysis. These figures are still generally lower than was observed for Florida, 
New Mexico, and Texas but these ^re some differences nonetheless. 3 

The analysis 1n this part has demonstrated quite clearly that attention 
must be paid to the dependent variable 1n equity analysis. The conclusions 1n 
a state over time can change for the equality and wealth neutrality measures 
examined in this report when different revenue variables are utilized. Although 

: 3 Recall that capital expenditures will probably be more lumpy than local 
and state revenues for debt service and capital. 



STATE — N j 
YEAR — 1'74 
DISTRICT TYPE -- 1 
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TABLE VI-19 

nUmbe* of. districts — 578 
nuhbe* of pupils ,-- 1449180 

N UMbE<» OF WEIGHTED PUPILS —1762596 



MEASURES OF MEAN. 
EOUAlITY. AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



UNIT I) F ANALYSIS 

DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED 

PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. 
2. 
3. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
10. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



MEAN EXP 
RANGE 
RES RANGE 
FED R R 
REL MN DEV 
PERM VAR 
VAR 

COEF VAR 
STD OEV L6S 
GINI 

SIM CORR 
SLOPE W 
SLOPE W2 
SLOPE W3 
EXP DIF 
HICK GINI 
MEAN W 
STD DEV W 
ELAST W 
ELAST W2 
ELAST W3 



1510.90000 
43*0, 80000 
1136.10000 
1.11**0 
.18*72 
•6*696 
151890.00000 
.25794 
.29880 
,13500 
•39010 
2.30H0 
4.5x900 
4.96960 
657.21000 
.07500 
76.60*00 
66.12300 
.11667 
•22912 
.25196 



1497.70000 
WO. 80000 
« 927.08000 
.635*0 
.15550 
•86300 
91*79.00000 
.20164 
•21580 
.11000 
•42*10 
3.62050 
4.90790 
4,996*0 
«35. 49000 
0,00000 
60.*7000 
33.56000 
.15*25 
.19616 
•20181 



1231.50000 
3617,30000 
901,30000 
1,07840 
.18211 
•86735 
79866.00000 
.22949 
.45570 
.12700 
•60670 
5.663*0 
7.356*0 
7.65610 
465.07000 

.09100 
99.72200 
30.37300 
.226*6 
.29702 
•30912 



Variable descriptions: 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): The number of children who reside 1n the school district 

and we enrolled on September 30 1n public schools either 1n their own district 
or 1n a district to which the school board pays tuition. This count does 
not Include students sent to county vocational schools. 

b. Pupils (weighted): The sum of unweighted pupils plus .75 for each AFDC student. 

2. Revenues: Sum of locally-raised revenues for operating expenditures and state aid 

for operating expenditures. Locally-raised revenues for capital and debt 
expenditures are Included. 

3. Wealth: Annual Equalized Property Valuation. 

4. Districts: Includes all districts with resident pupils but excludes county 

vocational school districts, county special services district, and three school 
districts with extraordinarily high property wealth and negligible student 
counts (Teterboro Boro. Rocklelgh. and Stone Harbor Boro). 



STATE — N j 
Y^AR -- 1'7* 
OISTRIc'T T YPE — 1 



MEASURES OF HE AM, 
EQUALITY, AND 
FISCAL NfUTRALITY 
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mUHb£» OF DISTRICTS — 575 

n U«b£» OF PfJPlLS — 1433045 

NUflBEJ OF WEI6HTED PUPIL*' — 1509071 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS 

DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED 

PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL * 



1. Mean exp 

2. RAN6E 

3. RES RANGE 

4. FED R R , 

5. REL PN DEV 

6. PERP VAR 

7. VAR 

8. COEF VAR 

9. STD DEV L 6S 

10. 6INI 

11. SIP CORR 

12. SLOpE W 
IS. SLOPE W 2 
1*. SLOPE W3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HICK SINI 

17. MEAN W 

18. STO OEv U 

19. ELAST W 

20. EL*ST W2 

21. ELAST W3 



1619.70000 
286O.*0000 
10*7.00000 
1.09720 
.17691 
.8*650 
106990.00000 
.202*5 
.23620 
.12*00 
•3*83q 
1.71500 
3.97330 
4.75030 
723*39000 
.06700 
85*90000 
76.13900 
.09116 
.21123 
.25236 



1(13.20000 
2«60.*0000 
1902.00000 
.90*71 
•15219 
.86752 
1*0920. 00000 
.23237 
.1S710 
.10900 
.M0T0 
3.79690 
5.06600 
5.19520 
«9H. 52000 
.05*00 
66.65300 
37.97000 
.15733 
.21077 
•21S3Q 



1531.90000 
2661.60000 
107*. 70000 
1.01570 
.15713 
.86725 
101720.00000 
.20*19 
•2*320 
.12200 
• M3*0 
*. 19130 
5.62630 
5.60750 
*27.*5000' 
.0**00 
63.*8500 
36. 80100 
.17370 
.23317 
.2*0*7 



Variable descriptions; 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table VI-19 



(New Jersey. 1974). 



b. Pupils (weighted): Unweighted pupils plus weighted pupils as per weightings 

from Sec. 10A: 7A-20 of the Public School 

Education Act of 1975 . 

2. Revenues: See Table VI-19 (New Jersey, 1974). 

3. Wealth: See Table VI-19 (New Jersey, 15/4), 

4. Districts: See Table VI-19 (New Jersey, 1974). 
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STATE .— N j 
YEAR * 9 7ft 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 



MUMBS» OF DISTRICTS — 576 
NUMBER OF PUPILS 1401146 \ 
MUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 1492660 



UNIT 1 F 



MEASURES OF MEAN* 
EQUALITY. AND 

fiscal neutrality 



DISTRICT 



analysis 



UNWEIGHTEO 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. MEAN EXP 

2. RANGE 

3. RES RANGE 

4. FED R R 

3. REL MN OEV 

6* PERN VAR 

7, VAR 

8* COEF VAR 

9*. STO .DEV L6S 

10. GINI 

11. I SIM CORR 
12* ; v SLOPE w 

13. SLOPE W2 

14. SLOPE W3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HICK GINI 

17. MEAN U 
IS. STD DEV w 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELAST W3 » 



1797.60000 
5050.60000 
1158.10000 
.90540 
.1(522 
•65606 
162990.00000 
.22459 
•13160 
•11600 
.51470 
1.42120 
3.29210 
3.96170 
706.2*000 
•05600 
94.93100 
69*36500 
.07505 
.17586 
.20922 



1752.50000 
5?»50, 60000 
1120.60000 
.90796 
.14574 
.66922 
106690.00000 ' 
•18656' 
.10110 
.10200 
•50920 
3.93950 
5,55690 
5*64090 
»76. 34000 
•06400 
72.66600 
42.22200 
.16339 
.22216 
•23396 . 



1645.10000 
5052.20000. 
1074.0000.0 
•91224 
.15566 
•67062 
102950. ?0000 
.19502 
.17470 
.10600 
•54610 
4.35190 
5,67610 
6.22610 
505.75000 
•07200 
66.25000 
40.44200 
.17966 
.24579 
.25631 



Variable descriptions; 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table VI-19 (New Jersey. 1974). 
b> Pupils (weighted): See Table V VI-2Q (New Jersey, T975). 

2. .Revenues: See Tabi <? VI-19 (New Jersey. 1974). 

3. Wealth: See Table VI-19 (New Jersey. 1974). 

4. ' Districts: See Table VI-19 (New Jersey. 1974). 
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measures of keam* 
equality, and 
fiscal neutrality 
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mUNbE' OF districts —575 

nUPbE* OF PUPILS —1359189 

nU«be* of weighted pupils — 

UMlT 3F ANALYSIS 



PISTRICT 



UNWEI6HTE0 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL " 



1. 
2. 
3. 

*. 
S. 
6. 
7. 

«. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
IS* 
1*. 
IS. 

16. 
17. 
16. 
19. 

20. 
21. 



MEAN EXP 
RAN6E 
RES RANG? 
FEO R P 
REL WN DFV 
PERN VAR 

VAR 

COEF VAR 
STO OEV L 6S 
6INI 

SIM COPR 
SLOpE W 
SLOPE W2 
SLOPE W3 
EXP OIF 
HICK SINI 
MEAN W 
STD DEV u 
ELAST W 
ELAST w2 
ELAST W3 



197*. 20000 
608*.*0000 
1265.90000 
.927**- 
.13967 
.661611 
20*320.00000 
.22909 
.17690 
.11300 
•37230 
1.72130 
4.00630 
4.56020 
891.9*000 
•06200 
10*» 8 1000 
97.79700 
.09113 
.21209 
.2*1*1 



nm.*oooo 

6nS4.*0000 
1179.70000 
•6*3*0 
.1*91* 
•66755 
l*7nlo, 00000 

.20026 
•15660 

•10700 
•*771o 
3.67960 

4*60610 

4,*60l0 
•72*36000 

•06100 
79.266oo 

*7. 1*500 
•1606* 
.19906 
•16*67 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
' 0*00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0*00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupils (unweighted): See Table VI-19 (New Jersey, 1974). 

2. Revenues: See Table VI-19 (New Jersey, 1974). 

3. Wealth: See Table VI-19 (New Jersey, 1974). 

4. Districts: See Table VI-19 (New Jersey, 1974). 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wealth Neutrality 



TABLE VI-23 
STATE - NEW JERSEY* 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

1974 to 1977 



Changes from; 
1975 to 1977 



1976 to 1977 



A. EQUALITY 

1 . Range 

2. Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

a. Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 

9. Slnl Coefficient 

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 

1. Simple Correlation 

2. Slope - W 

3. Slope - W, W 2 

4. Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 

5. Expenditure Difference 

6. Hlckrod G1n1 

4 

7. Elasticity - W 

8. Elasticity -W, W 2 

9. Elasticity - W, W 2 . W 3 



LESS Equal 

LESS M 

MORE " 

MORE " 

MORE . " 

LESS " 

MORE * 

MORE " 

MORE " 



MORE With Neut 
MORE " " 
MORE " " 
MORE " " 
LESS " " 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 
MORE 



m * 

H H 

m H 

m n 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE ■ 

MORE " 
LESS 

LESS ■ 

MORE " 

MORE ' " 



LESS With Neut 
LESS " " 
LESS " " 
MORE 
LESS 
MORE 
MORE 
LESS 
MORE 



II II 



II II 



II II 



LESS Equal 

LESS " 

LESS " 

MORE " 

MORE M 

LESS " 
LESS 

LESS " 

MORE " 



LESS With Neut 

LESS " " 

LESS H " 

LESS " » 

LESS " ■ 

LESS " " 

LESS " » 

LESS M " 

) 

LESS " " 



♦Locally raised revenues for debt service and capital Included 1n revenues. 
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Measure of Equality 
and Wtalth Ntutrallty 



TABLE VI-24 
STATE - NEW JERSEY* 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL 

Changes from; 



1974 to 1977 



1975 to 1977 



1976 to 1977 



A. 


EQUALITY 














1. 


Range 


LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 


LESS Equal 




2. 


Restricted Range 


LESS 


N 


MORE 


N 


LESS " 




3. 


Federal Range Ratio 


LESS 


II 


MORE 


N 


MORE " 




4. 


Relative Mean Deviation 


LESS 


H 


LESS 


II ", 


MORE " 




5. 


Permissible Variance 


MORE 


M 


MORE 


II 


LESS " 




6. 


Variance 


LESS 


N a 


LESS 


II 


LESS " 




7. 


Coefficient of Variation 


MORE 


H . 


MORE 


H 


LESS " 




8. 


Standard Deviation 
of Logarithms 


MORE 


W 


MORE 


II 


LESS " 




9. 


61 n1 Coefficient 


MORE 


It 


MORE 

\ 


II ■ 


LESS " 




B. 


WEALTH NEUTRALITY 


i 












1. 


Simple Correlation 


LESS With Neut 


LESS With Neut 


MORE With 


Neut 


2. 


Slope - W 


LESS 


H N 


LESS 




MORE " 


II 


3. 


Slope - W, W 2 


MORE 


N H 


MORE 




MORE " 


II 


4. 


Slope - W, W 2 , W 3 


MORE 


N N 


MORE 




MORE " 


N 


5. 


Expenditure Difference 


LESS 


N N 


LESS 




LESS " 


II 


6. 


Hlckrod 61n1 






LESS 




MORE " 


N » 


7. 


Elasticity - W 


LESS 


II u 


LESS 




MORE " 


II 


a. 


Elasticity -W, W 2 


LESS 


H N 


MORE 




MORE " 


N 


9. 


Elasticity - W, w 2 , W 3 


MORE 


■ M M 


MORE 




MORE " 


II 



9 
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•Locally raised revenues for debt service and capital Included 1n revenues. 
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alternatives such as total revenues or current operating expenditures or 
local plus general state aid were not utilized 1n this sensitivity analysis, 
the results do tend to Indicate that the conclusions drawn from an analysis 
of equality or wealth neutrality of a state over time 1s highly dependent on 
the particular dependent variable utilized. 

C. New York City - Separate Analyses of B1g Cities 
The analysis of school finance 1n general, and educational equity 1n 
particular, 1n certain states may be more difficult due to the existent of 
one or two large cities that contain a significant portion of the pupils 1n a 
state. Large cities can pose particular problems for several reasons. 

First, educational needs and production may be so different 1n large 
cities that the educational process should not be compared with the process 
In the rest of the state. Second, certain large cities may be financed either 
Implicitly or explicitly "out of formula" due to educational differences or 
political demands. 

Third, since many analyses of school finance utilize district level data, 
neither the district nor pupil units of analysis are entirely satisfactory when 
one or two large cities comprise a significant part of the state. If 2 
district level of analysis 1s utilized, the big city "counts" the same as all 
other districts 1n the state and this 1s not representative of reality. If 
the pupil unit of anlaysls 1s employed It appears as though the state has a 
large number of pupils at the spending level of the city and the "mixture" of 
the big city and the rest of the state, 1n the data sense, may produce statistical 
averaging that 1s not appropriate. 

One way out of this dilemma 1s to analyze the data for <• state With and 

r 

without the big cities, a practice that 1s common among school finance researchers. 
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Through this orocedure the equity 1n the state can be compared to the equity 
1n the state without the big city 1n order to more accurately present the 
situation 1n the state. Ideally this analysis should be supplemented with 
analyses that probe within the city's borders; many of the larger cities serve 
more pupils than many of the smaller states. 

As an example, data have been presented for New York State with and with- 
out New York City and the equality and wealth neutrality data for New York State 
without New York City are presented 1n Table VI-25. This can be compared with 
New York State (with New York City) which 1s presented 1n Appendix B, Table B-64. 
It 1s only meaningful to compare the pupil units of analysis since differences 
would not be expected with the district unit of analysis. 

In this particular case the changes are not very dramatic. For the most 
part, New York State appears to be somewhat more equal when New York City 1s 
Included In the unweighted and weighted pupil units of analysis. For wealth 
neutrality, 1t 1s not clearcut whether New York is more wealth neutral with or 
without New York City 1n the data base. 

This analysis 1s not meant to produce any conclusions about the particular 
effects of excluding large cities from an assessment of equality and wealth 
neutrality. The results presented here are specific to New York State 1n 1975. 
In fact, 1n certain states 1t might be expected that the differences could be 
quite dramatic. The Intention of this discussion 1s to show that certain states 
may be though of 1n two different ways; both Including the large cities in the 
state and excluding them. Analysis of equality and wealth neutrality 1n a state 
may be more sensitive 1f 1t 1s performed both ways. 



TABLE 
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STaTL —NT WITHOUT NYC 
YEAR — 1»75 
01STK1CT TYpE — 1 



Mu«BEr OF DISTRICTS — 704 

NUftBE* OF PUPILS — 2129187 

NUnBpR OF mEIGhTEO PUPILS — 2226531 



RtASURtS OF REANt 
COUALITYt ANO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



UNIT 0 F ANALYSIS 



DISTRICT 



UNUCI6HTE0 
PUPIL 



W1I6HTC0, 
PUPILi ' ' 







fltAfl EXP 


204*1.60000 


2099.60000 


2007.60000 


• 


2, 




7233,90000 


7*33,90000 


6922,90000 




3. 


ACS RAN6C 


2276,50000 


1907,60000 


1699,80000 




*• 


FLO R R 


1*56370 


1.27**0 


1.31670 




3. 


RLL rn ocv 


•25702 


•20832 


•21333 




6. 


PCRR V*R 


.90617 


.66696 


•86766 






VAR 


6**220. 00000 


377320.00000 


357090,00000 


• 


a. 


COCF VAR 


.36937 


•29256 


•29762 




9* 


sro OCV L6S 


•30500 


•27*60 


•26370 




10. 


6INI 


•17100 


•1*500 


•1*000 




11. 


SIR CORR 


.60650 
9,36760 


.76670 
13.36900 


.76910 




12. 


SLOPE M 


13.52000 




13. 


SLOPE M2 


1*. 00100 


17,67700 


16,03700 


• 


10. 


Slope ms 


IS. 25300 


18.51500 


16.66100 




13. 


EXP OIF 


2111.40000 


1183.10000 


U3*,00000 




16. 


MICK SIN] 


.1*900 


.11900 


•12000 




17. 


RtAN tf 


60.05000 


52,69000 


50*36700 




u. 


sro ocv m 


69,21200 


Sl,*0900 


30*30300 




1*. 


elRst m 


•272*6 


.36609 


•369*6 


• 


20. 


ELAST M2 


•*0723 


•**663 


• *5263 


21. 


ELAST MS 


•**36* 


•*6*6* 


• *6631 



Variable descriptions: 



1. 



2. 



a. Pupils Unweighted): The sum of pupils 1n Average Dally Attendance for grades 

1-12 plus 1/2 the pupils 1n kindergarten. This 1s a district count. 

b. Pupils (weighted): The total aldable Pupil Units (TAPU) In the state which 1s 

made up of 13 separate categories of students. Weightings are applied for 
special education needs (students scoring low In the State proficiency exam), 
full day kindergarten and grades 1-6, grades 7-12, 1/2 day kindergarten, 
summer school, and evening school. Pupils 1n classes for the severely 
handicapped are excluded; students In occupational classes receive only 
their secondary weight. 

Revenues: The sum of total local levies, total operating aid paid, transportation and, 
reorganization Incentive aid, severely handicapped aid (to the B1g 5) and 
occupational education aid (to the B1g 5). 



1 d 

■eric 



3. Wealth: Full Value of Taxable Real property for 1974 (as equalized by the State). 

4. Districts: Only school districts having at least 8 professional staff or more are 

Included 1n the analyses EXCEPT NEW YORK CITY IS EXCLUDED INTENTIONALLY . Corning 
has been omitted because the state data tapes contained erroneous Information. 

228 
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D. Observations on Multiple District Types 

The purpose of these brief comments Is to reinforce the point that states 
comprised of districts that serve different grade levels, multiple district types, 
should be analyzed In such a way that these multiple district types are taken 
Into account. 

There may be a proceudre to actually manipulate the data In a state with 
multiple district types In order to simulate a single district type throughout 
the state but this Is not a simple procedure and Is rarely utilized. However 
due to the nature of most equity measures, meaningful analyses might not be 
produced 1f the equal It/ or wealth neutrality meausres are computed separately 
and then averaged. This 1s\so because the equality or wealth neutrality of a 
group of districts Is not the same thing as the sum of the equality or wealth 

. .. . . • \ • : • • ' ' ' 

neutrality measures. Furthermore, the examination of states with multiple 
district types cannot be limited to K-12 (Unit) districts alone since the 
equality or wealth neutrality of a state may be significantly Influenced by 
Secondary or Elementary districts. 

When states are being examined over time, the most methodologically sound 
procedure appears to be the separate examination of each district type within a 
state as was done for California, Illinois, and Missouri* In Sections HI and IV 
of this report. For Interstate comparisons a simple solution Is not at hand so 
that whatever assumptions are utilized should be clearly spelled out. Given the 
complexity of the problem, some sensitivity analysis Is probably In order. 
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VII. Conclusions 

This report has covered much ground but 1t 1s fair to say that many of 
the questions of equity measurement have not yet been answered. In this 
section the conclusions that follow most directly from the report Itself are 
discussed first. Throughout this report* a number of additional questions , 
were raised and th*se are summarized 1n the second part of this section. 
Finally, there are a number of issues that are not dealt with 1n this report 
and these are briefly discussed In the final part of this section. 

A. Findings of this Methodological Assessment 

This study has addressed the questions of whether a number of equality 
and wealth neutrality measures agree, within the respective groups, when used' 

* i \ 

to assess one state over time or to compare a number of states at one point 
In time. The basic analyses 1n this study show that for four assessments; 
equality 1n a state over time, wealth neutrality 1n a state over time, equality 
across states, and wealth neutrality across states, there 1s far from perfect 
agreement among the various measures and between units of analysis. But these 
findings result from a focus on a particular dependent variable, Independent 
variable, pupil measure, two units of analysis, and a specific set of equality 
and wealth neutrality measures. Furthermore, the level of comparability for the 
variables limits the conclusions to measurement methodology and not to 
specific states. First the specific variables and measures that are utilized 
are reviewed, then the findings are summarized. 



200 

For the dependent variable, Independent variable and pupil measure, the 
definitions discussed here are the preferred. measures. As explained 1n 
Section II, the preferred measures are not always available. The dependent 
variable examined 1n this study 1s a revenue based measure that Includes all 
local plus state revenues except local and state revenues for debt service 
and capital are excluded. The Independent variable for the wealth neutrality 
measures 1s assessed value of property equalized at the state-wide level. 
Average dally membership, rather than attendance, 1s the preferred pupil 
definition. Two units of analysis* the district and the unweighted pupil 
are used throughout the entire assessment. Finally, a set of nine equality 
measures and nine wealth neutrality measures are used 1n this study. The 
equality measures Include the following: range, restricted range, Federal 
range ratio, relative mean deviation, permissible variance', variance, coefficient 
of variation, standard deviation of logarithms, and G1n1 coefficient. The 
wealth neutrality measures examined Include a simple correlation measure, three 
slope measures based on regressions with different functional forms, three 
elasticity measures based on the three slopes, the Hlckrod G1n1, and a measure 
based on predictions from a regression. Finally, 1t should be reemphaslzed 
that the study utilized data from 29 states (see Table 1-1) although data 
1ncomparab111t1cs reduced the number to around 20 states 1n each of the four 
major assessments carried out. 

1. Equality Measures Over Time 
There 1s not unamlnous agreement when all nine equality measures are used 
simultaneously, for either unit of analysis, to assess whether a state has 
become more or less equal over time. For either unit of analysis between 14* 
and 29% of the Intertemporal comparisons show complete agreement for all nine 
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measures. Furthermore, the number of Intertemporal comparisons that show 
complete agreement 1s reduced below these figures 1f both units of analysis, 
rather than one or the other, are utilized. 

However, Figure II-l displayed a number of properties of the nine 
equality measures where these properties can be vlej*ed as value judgments 
Implicitly taken Into account by the measures. The analysis 1n Section III 
showed that 1f the set of nine equality measures 1s reduced to a specific 
subset of three or four by accepting certain value judgments and rejecting 
others, then agreement among this subset of equality measures occurs In close 
to 90% of the Intertemporal comparisons when either unit of analysis 1s 
utilized. Agreement among the subset of equality measures 1s around 70% 1f 
the measures are used for both units of analysis simultaneously. 

« Thus, the basic question whether there Is agreement among all the equality 
measures over time, 1s answered no with the Important caveat that a subset of 
measures can be formed to produce w*stl*t1a1 agreement but this Involves 
accepting certain value judgments. However, there 1s substantial agreement 
among the coefficient of variation, standard deviation of logarithms, Q1n1 
coefficient, and relative mean deviation when used over time. 

2. Wealth Neutrality Measures Over Time 

The conclusions for the wealth neutrality measures when used to assess 
whether a state has become more or less wealth neutral over time roughly 
parallel those for the equality measures. 

If all nine wealth neutrality measures are utilized simultaneously for 
either unit of analysis, then all wealth neutrality measures agree 1n roughly 
30% of the Intertemporal comparisons; complete agreement for both units of 
analysis used simultaneously for all nine measures 1s less than 20%. But again 
certain value judgments are built Into these wealth neutrality measures and 

24} 
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these were Illustrated 1n Figure I 1-2. If specific value Judgments are 
accepted and others rejected, a subset of wealth neutrality measures can be 
formed. Specifically, 1f the three elasticity measures are used to assess 
the wealth neutrality 1n a state over time, agreement among all three 
measures using jrither unit of analysis occurs In between 60% and 70% of the 
Intertemporal comparisons. 

The results dictate that certain choices must be made before significant 
agreement can be obtained among the welath neutralty measures- Hopefully, 
these choices will be made based on a particular set of value judgments 
rather than empirical convenience. 

3. Equality Measures 1n Interstate Comparisons 

Interstate comparisons e-e affected by .the selection of equality measures 
and units of analysis. That 1s, the equality measures and units of analysis 
do make a difference when a number of states are assessed and compared at one 
point In time. However, the extent of the agreement depends to a certain 
degree on the criteria used to define agreement. For example, using the 
unweighted pupil unit of analysis, the Spearman rank correlations among the 
rankings yielded by all pairs of the nine equality measures are statistically 
significant, although they range from .66 to .99. However, for the same pairs 
of measures, the number of unambiguous rankings 1s one, the minimum number, 1n 
half of the 36 cases. Therefore, the assessment of agreement depends upon the 
criteria of agreement. 

At the same time, regardless of the criteria used to measure agreement, 
there 1s relatively more agreement among certain subsets of the nine equality 
measures.' For either unit of analysis, there 1s relatively more agreement 
among the coefficient of variation, standard deviation of logarithms, G1n1 

9.1 i 
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coefficient, rel atlve mean deviation, and Federal range ratio than among 
any other subset of five equality measures. 

Therefore, given the sensitivity of Individuals and groups to Interstate 
comparisons, it is probably correct to say that Intertemporal comparisons 
are affected by both the choice of the equality measure and the unit of 
analysis. Furthermore, there 1s more agreement among certain measures that 
embody some common value judgments. 

4. Wealth Neutrality Measures In Interstate Comparisons 
The" conclusions for the wealth neutrality measures used In Interstate 
comparisons are limited to seven specific measures that can be viewed as three 
groups: the correlation, three slope and three elasticity measures. For 
these seven wealth neutrality measures the conclusions are rather straight- 
forward. Using either the rank correlation or the. unambiguous ranking criteria 
for agreement there are considerable contradictions among the three groups of 
measures but substantial agreement among the three slope measures and among 
the three elasticity measures. Therefore, Interstate rankings of wealth 
neutrality will differ depending upon the type of wealth neutrality measure 
chosen. 

To sum up, 1n general the answer to all four questions 1s no, .all measures 
do not agree 1n any case. However, the selection of a subset of measures w'll 
make comparisons over time and across states more discriminating or less 
ambiguous. The critical question then becomes whether there 1s sufficient / 
agreement on the value judgments so that specific measures and units of 
analysis can be selected. 
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B. Additional Questions Raised During the Methodological Assessment 

During the course of tfcts assessment a nunber of questions were raised 
that require analyses that go beyond the assessment described above. For a 
couple of these questions some preliminary sensitivity analyses were performed 
1n Section VI of, the report and. for the most part, these analyses Indicate 
that the questions are Important. 

First, there 1s the question of the dependent variable. Plausible 
alternatives to the revenue variable used 1n this analysis Include current 
operating expenditures, with or without adjustments, loe&l revenues plus 
state general aid. and total revenues. It 1s entirely possible that the 
assessment of equality and wealth neutrality over time oij across states can 
appear very different depending upon the dependent variable utilized. 
Furthermore, the question of whether the dependent variable should be price 
adjusted should be considered. Also, the treatment of pensions, social security, 
and other benefits raises questions related to the choice of the depement 
variable. Although data on the above plausible alternatives and specific 
problems were not analyzed in Section VI, the analysis focused on alternative 
treatments of capital and debt service and showed certain differences when 
equality and wealt'i neutrality are used in a state over time. Th1;» analysis 
points out that the dependent variable question could potentially be critical 
from an empirical viewpoint. 

Second, the weighted pupil unit of analysis appears to be a reasonable 
unit of analysis under certain conditions. Furthermore, the limited examples 
presented 1n Section VI Indicate that the weighted and unweighted pupil units 
of analysis can yield different results when equality and wealth neutrality are 
assessed over time 1n a particular state. The questions, then, are whether 



205 



the weighted pupil unit of analysis should be used. and. whether the differences 
observed 1n the limited sensitivity analysis are general IzabTe. 

Third, a question can be raised about the measurement of equality and 
wealth neutrality 1n states that contain one or several large cities. An. 
argument was presented 1n Section VI that a reasonable -procedure 1s to 
examine states with and without the large cities so that the effect on the 
.state Qf the large cities can be more effectively Isolated. Other approaches 
may be preferable but when district level data are available, the existence 
of large dtjles raises serious question. 

Fourth, there are the questions of which pupil measure to use and whether 
the choice makes a difference when either Intertemporal or Interstate compari- 
sons are carried out. The two choices are attendance and membership based 
measures but data were not available to carry out a^sensit * ity analysis 
to compare the effect the alternative pupil measures on the equality and 
wealth neutrality measures. 

Finally, questions regarding the quality of property value assessment 
procedures Including the methodology utilized in state-wide equalization and 
their 'effect on wealth neutrality measures have been alluded to but not directly 
addressed. If assessment procedures are faulty 1n a systematic fashion, a' bias 
1n wealth neutrality measures may result. 

C. Issues Not Directly Addressed by this Methodological Assessment 
A major constraint of this study, which can be translated Into an 
unaddressed Issue*, 1s the limiting definition of equity used throughout. The 
definitions of equity are limited to two particular classes of measures and 
furthermore all possible measures within a class are not (and can not) be 
considered. 
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The two classes of measures are equality or dispersion measures and ex post 
measures of "Wealth Neutrality". A third class of measures could be an ex ante 
measure of wealth neutrality; one that 1s based on the price paid for educational 
services and the likely or predicted response to that price rather than on the 
observed relation between revenues and wealth. Also, there could be a component 
of equity analysis that focuses on special groups such as educationally and 
physically handicapped, minorities, or bilingual students to determine whether 
these groups are treated as desired, an Inequality rather than equality 
assessment. 

But even within the two classes of equity measures considered 1n this 
report, other measures are possible. For example, equality measures based on 
utility functions have been Introduced 1n the school finance literature 1 and 
these can be viewed from either a children equality or household welfare per- 
spective. Also, the relational wealth neutrality measures used 1n this report 
do not Include alternative specifications of wealth or a constant elasticity 
specification. 

Finally, an Issue not considered 1n this report 1s whether the levels of 
agreement among the equality and wealth neutrality measures are determined by 
other, predictable, factors. Is there more disagreement 1n larger states, states 
with more districts, states with a relatively low amount of state aid, states 
that are relatively equal, etc. Now that the contradictions have been documented, 
the causes of the contradictions remain to be discovered. 

*See R. Inman, "Optimal Fiscal Reform of Metropolitan Schools," American 
Economic Review 68 (1978). and Berne and Stlefel (1978). 

2 See A. Odden, "Alternative Measures of Schoo'i District Wealth," Denver 
ECS (1976). 
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Appendix A 

The definitions utilized 1n this report were formulated by the 
Cooperative members 1n November, 1977 and the final draft of the memoran- 
dum that specifies these definitions 1s contained in Appendix A. An 
earlier draft of this memorandum (dated January 12, 1978) was circulated 
among the Cooperative members and a number of suggested changes were 
incorporated 1n this final draft. Complete definitions are set out in 
Section II of the report. 
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February 10, 1978 



Memorandum 

To: Participants in the School Finance Cooperative 

From: Bob Berne 

Subject: Analysis of the equity of school finance across states. \ 

The purpose of this memo is to set down the various agreements 
that were reached in Chicago with the subsequent revisions. As I 
mentioned in my cover memo, if you have any further comments on 
these, please let me know immediately. ff 

In this memo I will discuss the following items: 

I. The definitions for the Data and measures to be used 
in our first cut at interstate equity and equality 
measures; 

II. A format for data reporting; 

III. A proposed procedure for the analysis of the equality 
and equity measures; 

IV. A slightly revised timetable for the calculation of the 
measures and their subsequent analysis. 

I would like to state at the outset that my impression of the 

magnitude of our iritial task is not on the order of "thousands 

of numbers 11 for each state-year but instead a somewhat more 

manageable set of numbers. 

I. 1 AGREED 1 UPON MEASURES OF EQUITY AND EQUALITY 
AND DATA DEFINITIONS 

A. The Measure of Pupils 

Throughout the discussion below reference will be 
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made to pupils or measures of variables computed on a 
per-pupil basis. The pupil measures used in the formu- 
lation of the independent and dependent variables 
should be the average daily student membership (ADM) 
of the district. This pupil measure may be unweighted 
or weighted depending upon the unit of analysis. (See 
section G below.) If data are not available in ADM 
then the most comparable available measure should be 
employed and the definition carefully explained. In 
all cases it would be useful if the pupil measure is 
fully described. 
B. Measures of Equality 

It was agreed that the following nine measures of 
equality will be computed for each distribution: 

1. Range 

Restricted Range 

3. Federal Range Ratio 

4. Relative Mean Deviation 

5. Permissible Variance 

6. Variance 

7. Coefficient of Variation 

8. Standard Deviation of Logarithms 

9. Gini Coefficient 

The formula for each of these measures are discussed 
in Berne, "Equity and Public Education: Conceptual 
Issues of Measurement 1 ' (hereafter referred to as 
Berne-Equity paper) and the computational conventions 
discussed in the paper will be followed in our cal- 
ico la t ions with one exception. 
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The formula for the standard deviation of logarithms 

■ \ 

should read as follows: 



N 

jr P. ( Z-logEXP 
i-1 1 




1/2 



N 

SI P logEXP 
j-1 J J 

where Z ■ 

N 

j-1 ■ 

and ? A and Pj are the number of pupils in district i 
and j, EXPi and EXPj are the dependent variable per 
pupil in district i and j, and N is the total number 
of districts. 

When the district is the unit of analysis the formula 
for the standard deviation of logarithms becomes the 
following: 

^ CZ-logEXPi) 7 N ' 1/2 



N 

Z logEXP. 
j-1 3 
where Z ■ _ : 

N 
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Also the definition of the 5th and the 95th percentile 
is the number below (above) which five percent of the 
distribution of values falls. 

The dependent variable to be used in all the equality- 
measures is discussed in Sections 0 and G, below. 



Measures of Equity- Wealth Neutrality- 
It was agreed that the following six measures of wealth 
neutrality will be computed for each distribution: 
1. Simple correlation (r) between the dependent 
variable (EXP) and measure of wealth (W) • (See 
Sections E and F, below, for more complete 
definitions of EXP and W. In all cases these are 
measured on an unweighted or weighted per pupil basi 
*2. The slope coefficient (unstahdardized.) from the 

estimated regression EXP « a + bjW where the slope 
is b«. 

*3. The slope calculated from the estimated regression 
EXP - a + b]W + b 2 W 2 where the slope is calculated 
at the mean value of W and equals bj + ^b 2 W\ 

*4. The slope calculated from the estimated regression 
EXP - a ♦ b]W * b 2 W 2 ♦ b3W 3 where the slope is 
calculated at the mean value of W and equals bi + 
2b 2 W* + 3b 3 (CT) 2 . 

*S. The difference between two predicted values of EXP 
where the prediction equation is EXP - a + b}V + 
b 2 W 2 + b 3 W 3 . The values for W are the mean (W) 
plus and minus one standard deviation of W (SDW) . 
The difference between the two predicted values of 
EXP (AEXP) then becomes the following: 



A EXP ■ a ♦ biCff * SDW) ♦ ♦ SDW) 2 ♦ b 3 (ff ♦ SDN) 

- (a ♦ b A (? - SDW) ♦ b 2 (f - SDW) ♦ b 3 (W - SDW) 3 ) 
■ 2b 1 (Sl)W) + 4b2(SDW)W ♦ b 3 (6SDW.ff 2 ♦ 2SDW 3 ) . 
6. The bivariate Gini Coefficient (Hickrod Gini) 
where the variables are EXP and W. (Professor 
Hickrod has distributed material on this measure 
to all cooperative members* The material 

» 

includes a sample program and an explanation.) 

Do not calculate this measure if the Lorenz 

Curve "crosses" the 45° line. 
♦Prior to carrying out the calculations for measures 
#2, 3, 4, and 5 the wealth measure, W, should be divided 
by 1000 - for ease of presentation and computation. For 
comparability it is important that this division be carried 
out before the measures ere calculated. The division can 
be made before measures #1 and #6 are calculated since they 
are unaffected by the division. 
Measures of Central Tendency 

In addition to the equality and equity-wealth neutrality 
measures the mean value of the dependent variable, EXP, and 
wealth, W should be computed. Also the standard deviation 
of W should be computed. 
Dependent Variable (EXP) 

All of the measures described in Sections B, C, and D, above, 

will be computed for one dependent variable. The agreed 

upon dependent variable is a revenue based measure that 

includes all revenues from state and local sources. 

Where possible revenues for capital projects and debt 

service should be excluded, with exceptions noted. 

Where possible revenues for food service, adult education, 
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community service, and transportation should be 
included, with exceptions noted. Federal "impact" 
aid should be excluded from local and state revenues 
unless state revenues are reduced by the amount of j 
the impact aid; exceptions to this procedure should^ 
be noted. The dependent variable should be computed 
on a per pupil (ADM) basis in either unweighted or 
weighted form depending upon the unit of analysis. 
(See Section G, below*) 

Measures of Wealth (W) 

The agreed upon measure of wealth, W, is the state 
equalized full value of taxable property in each district. 
In all cases the measure of wealth will be computed on 
a weighted or unweighted per pupil (ADM) basis. In 
situations where state equalized full value of taxable 
property is unavailable, the most appropriate measure 
should be substituted and explained. 

Unit of Analysis 

It was agreed that at least two and potentially three 
units of analysis (depending on data availability) 
would be used. The two primary units of analysis 
are the district and the pupil. However, within 
these two units there are a number of assumptions that 
must be agreed upon. Note that the use of two or 
three units of analysis implies that each of the 
eighteen measures discussed in sections 8, C, and D, 
above, will be computed two or three times for each 
state year. 
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District as the unit of analysis 
The inputs for the calculations of the measures 
using the district as the unit of analysis are, 
for each district, a measure of the- dependent 
variable, EXP, on an unweighted per pupil (ADM) 
basis and a measure of wealth, W, on an unweighted 
per pupil (ADM) basis. For this set of calculations 
each district is treated identically. The number 
of units in the distribution of EXP equals the 
number of districts in the state. The dependent 
variable and measure of wealth are defined in parts 
E and F, respectively. 
Pupil as the unit of analysis 
The inputs for the calculations of the measures 
using the pupil as the unit of analysis, are, for 
each district, a measure of the dependent variable, 
EXP, on an unweighted per pupil (ADM) basis, a 
measure of wealth, W, on an unweighted per pupil 
(ADM) basis, and a measure of the number of pupils 
(unweighted ADM' s) in the district. For this set of 
calculations each student is treated identically in 
the measure. The number of units in the distribution 
of EXP equals the number of pupils or ADM's in the 
state. For some of the measures, the calculation 
can be carried out by weighting each district by 
the number of pupils (ADM's) in the district but 
this depends to some degree on the statistical 
package employed. The measures of the dependent 



variable, wealth, and the pupil count should be the 
same as that used in the district level of analysis. 
Weighted pupil as the unit of analysis 
Some states include a pupil weighting in their 
school district data. Where possible, the measures 
discussed in Sections B, C, and D, above, should 
be calculated using a set of student weightings 
that are in so|e way utilized by the state. Since 
these weightings are likely to be state related, 
the precise definition of the weighting should be 
discussed in detail. This unit of analysis is 
then the same as the pupil unit described in #2 
above, except now the weighted pupil count 
(weighted ADM) is used in place of the pupil count 
(unweighted ADM). The inputs for the calculations 
of the measures using the weighted pupil as the 
unit of analysis are, for each district, a measure 
of the dependent variable, EXP, on a weighted per 
pupil, WADM, basis, a measure of wealth, W, on a 
weighted per pupil, WADM, basis, and a measure of 
weighted pupils, WADM* s. For, this calculation each 
student is the unit of analysis but the number of 
students in each district is now the number of 
weighted students. Note that if the student 
weighting that is employed is sensible, then it 
seems to be appropriate to use weighted students 
as the denominator cf the independent and dependent 

variables in addition to "weighting 11 each district 

by the number of weighted students. 



H. Years of Observation 

It was agreed that each state would be examined at 

two points in time whenever possible. It was further 

agreed that the two years that would be aimed for are 

1972-73 and 1975-76. Additional years may be added 

if available and judged to be appropriate by the analyst. 

I. Non- Comparable Districts 

If a state is organized into districts that are not 
comparable in terms of grades included in the sets 
of districts, each set of comparable districts should 
be analyzed separately. If more than one set of 
districts is analyzed due to differences in grade 
alignments, then the number of districts and ADM's in 

each set should be reported as well as a description 
of the various district types. 

Also, there may be a comparability problem within one 
state over time due to redisricting. In all liklihood 
the data sets have already been adjusted for this so 
that the procedure utilized should be reported, if 
appropriate. The number of ADM 1 s and districts 
involved in the redisricting should also be reported. 

REPORTING FORMATS 

The definitions described^tfove yield eighteen measures for 
each of two or three units of analysis which equates to 
36 or 54 .measures for each state-year, assuming a single 
district type. With two years of data for each of 30 
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states we will get a total of 2160 or 3240 individual 
measures. 

I am proposing that we organize the measures around the 
state-year. Each state-year will have associated with 
it 36 measures (or 54 if weighted pupils are included) 
that can be represented on a single page, small number 
of punched cards/ or on tape. For states reporting 
multiple district types the state-year-district type 
becomes the unit of observation. 

Based on the state-year organization and the size of the 

data set I am requesting that each research group report 

their data in printed form and either on cards or tape. 

own preference based on my expected analysis procedure* 

is for cards but I realize that this is not possible for 

all groups. Therefore, I will propose a format for the 

printed, punched cards, and tape forms. 

» / 
A. Printed Format 

Since we will be sharing the data among ourselves and 

perhaps with others it would be efficient for us to 

report the data in a common printed format. A one 

page table can be constructed that displays each of 

the eighteen: measures for the three units of analysis 

for each of the state-years. A sample is displayed 

on the following page and labelled Table 1. Thus, 

the total enterprise will yield 62 or more tables 

of thi* kind. 
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Note that the mean value of W and the standard 
deviation of W (always defined on a per pupil basis) 
should be displayed in Table 1. Also, the wealth measure 
should be divided by 1,000 before reporting on the table. 
Finally, please report, for each table, the number 
of districts and pupils represented on the table in 
the space on top of the table. The method used to 
calculate the number of pupils should also be. 
reported at the top of the table (in parentheses). 
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State- 
Year 



Table 1 



Nunber of Districts 
Nunber of Pupils ( ) 



District Type 



Measures of Mean, 
Equality, and 
Fiscal Neutrality 



Number of Weighted Pupils ( ) 



Unit of Analysis 

/ 

/ 

District / Uhweighted Weighted 
Pupil Pupil 



1. Mean EXP 

2. Range 

3. Restricted Rang^ 

4. Federal Range Ratio 

5.. Relative Mean Deviation 

6; Permissible Variance 

7. Variance / 

8. Coefficient of Variation 

9. Standard Deviations of 

Logarithms \ 

10. Gini Coefficient 

11. Simple Correlation— 

Wealth (W) 

12. Slope— W 

13. Slope, W, W 2 (aV W) 

14. Slope W, W 2 , W 3 \at W) 

15. Change in Expenditures ? 

W*SD(W) at W CW, W 2 , W' ) 

16. Hickrod Gini Coefficient 

17. Mean W($ thousands) \ 

18. Standard Deviation W 

($ thousands) 



9 
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B. Punched Card Format 

The fifty four measures displayed in the table, 

if punched six to a card, can be recorded on nine 

cards for each state-year. Each card will have 

. certain identification information and six measures 

punched in fields of twelve (E12.5) but in each case 

the decimal point should be punched . Each measure 

should contain five significant digits and the 

numbers should be right justified in the fields. 

Each card will be organized as follows: 

Format Punches on Card Description of Data 

12 1-2 State #; see attached list, table 3. 

12 3-4 Year; first year o£ data, 75-76 • 75. 

12 5-6 District type; 01 if all districts 

equal, otherwise use 02 and up to 99 

12 7-8 Card amber; 01-09. 

E12.5 9-20 Measure position 1. 

E12.5 21*32 Measure position 2. 

E12.5 33-44 Measure position 3. 

E12.5 45-56 Measure position 4. 

E12.5 57*68 Measure position 5. 

E12.5 69-80 Measure position 6. 

If we designate the nine cards CI, C2, . • . C9 
and the six positions as PI, P2, . . . P6, then 
each measure can be placed in a position on a card 
as shown in Table 2. 

C. Tape Format 

The tape format should be consistent with the card 
format. The dat? for each state year will be 
displayed in ten 80 character fields with the same 
format and data as the punched cards. The format 
for each sta£e year will be 9 (412, 6E12 . 5) . (Again, 
decimal points .should be punched and numbers right 



justified.) The 

ER&s 261 



State . Table 2 

Number of Districts 

Year ■ 

Number of Pupils ( ) "'_ 

District Type 

Number of Weighted Pupils (■) 



Unit of Analysis 






Measures of Mean, 
Equality, and 
Fiscal Neutrality 


District 


Unweighted 
Pupil 


Weiehted 
Pupil 


1. 


Mean EXP 


CI, PI 


CI, P2 


a , P3 


-> 

4. • 


Range 


! CI, P4 


CI, P5 


Cl, P6 


x % 


Restricted Range 


: C2, PI 


C2, P2 


C2, P3 


4.- 


Federal Range Ratio 


C2, P4 


C2, P5 


C2, P6 


E . 


Relative Mean Deviation 


C3, PI 


C3, P2 


C3, P3 


6. 


Pemissible Variance 


C3, P4 


C3, P5 


C3, P6 


■7 


Variance 


C4, PI 


C4, P2 


C4, P3 


8. 


Coefficient of Variation 


C4, P4 


C4, P5 


C4, P6 


9. 


Standard Deviations of 

Logarithms 


C5, PI 


C5, P2 


C5, P3 


10. 


Gini Coefficient 


PC DVl 


C5, P5 


C5, P6 


11. 


Simple Correlation- - 
Wealth fhH 


C6, PI 


C6, P2 


C6, P3 


12. 


Slope --W 


CO, P4 


C6, P5 


C6, P6 




o xupc y n , FY ^ at W J 


C7, PI 


C7, P2 


C7, P3 


14. 


Slope W, W z , W* (at W) 


C7, P4 


C7, P5 


C7, P6 


15. 


Qiange in Expenditures t 
W*SD(W) ai W (W, W 2 , IT) 


C8, PI 


C8, P2 


C8, P3 


16. 


Hickrod Gini Coefficient 


C8, P4 


C8, PS 


C8, P6 


17. 


Mean W($ thousands) 


C9, PI 


C9, P2 


C9, P3 


18. 


Standard Deviation W 









($ thousands) C9, P4 C9, P5 C9, P6 
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following tape specs, were suggested by the NYU computer 

consultants and should be used, if possible: 

1600 b. p. i. 
Standard Label Tapes' 
. LRECL • 80 
BLSIZE • 3200 
RECFM - FB 

EBCDIC character representation 
Also, if tapes are used, please include a printout 
of the tape, the specs of the tape, and if possible, 
the JCL used to generate the tape. 

c 

III. SUGGESTIONS FOR ANALYSIS 

The primary aim of the analysis should be an evaluation 
of the consistency of the rankings yielded by the different 
measures and different units of analysis both across states 
and over time. 

The consistency of the measures can be assessed in at least 
three ways. First, for two or more selected measures, the 
rankings cai. be combined to present a set of unambiguous 
rankings. (This procedure was used in the Bema-Equity 
paper using Missouri data.) If all the measures agree, 
^ ;he number of rankings will equal the number of states; 

otherwise there will be conflicts among the measures and 
the number of unambiguous rankings will be reduced. Second,, 
for any set of selected measures a state "profile" can be 
constructed that shows the ranking for that state on the 
selected measures. For certain states the profile may 
only include a small variation in the ranks while for 
others there may be considerable variation. In this 
analysis the state *£J^* r than the measure is the primary 
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focus of the analysis. The third approach consists of 
using rank correlations to measure the consistency among 
the measures. This provides an alternative to the first 
methodology and does present a numerical, rather than 
a visual comparison among the measures. 

These three techniques can be used for at least six 
comparisons among the measures including the following: 

1. For all states at one point in time for each 
unit of analysis, how consistent are the rankings 
yielded by the equality measures? 

Are there states whose ranking is unaffected by 
the selection of various equality measures? 

For the equality measures, how consistent are 
the rankings that result from different units 
of analysis? 

Are there states whose ranking is unaffected by 

the selection of a unit of analysis? 

.* 

What are the characteristics of the state that 
cause a change over the measures or ui \t of analysis? 

2. The questions asked in #1, above, can be repeated 
for the fiscal neutrality measures. 

3. The questions asked in #1, above, can be repeated 
for the fiscal neutrality and equality measures 
in order ' to determine tht consistency between the 
two classes of equity measures. 

284 
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4. The questions asked in #1, above, can be asked for 
the equality measures for each state at two points 
in time. 

5. The questions asked in #1, above, can be asked for 
the fiscal neutrality measures for each state at two 
points in time. 

6. The questions asked in #1, above, can be asked for 
the fiscal neutrality and equality measures combined 
for each state at two points in time. 

(The first three questions can also be asked using all 
observations--two from each state.) 

This analysis will hopefully allow us to know more about 
the consistency among the measures as well as the equality 
among states. It will allow us to make some conclusions 
and suggestions for future analysis. 

IV. PROPOSED TIMETABLE 

A. Receipt of this memo by cooperative members 1/18/78. 
B< Agreement on definitions and data formats suggested in 
this memo 2A?78. 

C. Calculation of measures and reporting to Berne in 
printed and, punched or tape format 3/17/78. 

D. Analysis of consistency among measures and preparation 
of preliminary report to cooperative members 4/21/78. 
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TABLE 3 



' STATE f STATE ANALYSIS GROUP 

New England 

01 Connecticut ETS/EPRI 

02 Maine NCSL 

03 Massachusetts L.C. 

04 New Hampshire ETS/EPRI 

05 Rhode Island 

06 Vermont ETS/EPRI 



Mideast 

• 07 Delaware 

08 Maryland L.C. /NCSL 

09 New Jersey ETS/EPRI 

10 New York ETS/EPRI 

11 Pennsylvania 

• Great Lakes 

.12 Illinois 111. 

13 Indiana 

14 Michigan Rand . ■ 

15 Ohio 111. (tentative) 

16 Wisconsin 

Plains 

17 Iowa 111. (tentative) 

18 Kansas NCSL 

19 Minnesota ECS 

20 Missouri ECS 

• 21 Nebraska * 

22 • North Dakota \ NCSL 

23 South Dakota ECS 

Southeast 

24 Alabama L.C. 

• 25 Arkansas 

26 Florida IDRA-GARMS 

27 Georgia L.C. 

28 Kentucky , ECS 

29 Louisana L.C. 

30 Mississippi L.C. 

• 31 North Carolina . -- 

32 South Carolina L.C. 

33 Tennessee 

34 Virginia 

35 West Virginia L.C. 

• Southwest 

36 Arizona 

37 New Mexico IDRA-GARMS 

38 Oklahoma 

39 Texas <" IDRA-GARMS 
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TABLE 3 (continued) 

STATE » STATE ANALYSIS GROUP 

Rocky Mountain 

40 Colorado ECS 

41 Idaho 

42 Montana 

43 Utah NCSL 

44 Wyoming 

Far West 

45 California RAND 

46 Nevada 

47 Oregon ECS 

48 Washington ECS 

49 Alaska 

50 Hawaii 
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Appendix B 

Appendix B lists the data contributed by the Cooperative members, 
organized by state-year. The pupil .^revenue, and wealth definitions 
utilized in each state are also sepclfl.ed 1n this Appendix. 

Table 1-1, 1n the report, Identifies the contributor for each 
state. Descriptions of the equality and wealth neutrality measures can 
be found 1n Section II of the report. 

For most states, the equality and wealth neutrality measures are 
computed for all districts 1n a state. However, several states are organized 
according to different district types and the equality and wealth neutrality 
measures are computed ■■fbrjthese ^separate district types 1n certain cases. 
When the measures are computed for all districts a "1" appears on the table 
under "DISTRICT TYPE"; otherwise the particular sub-set of districts rep- 
resented 1n the table 1s spelled out under this heading. 

The mean and standard deviation of wealth reported 1n the table 
are 1n thousands of dollars. Also, the slopes are calculated from regressions 
where the revenues are 1n dollars and the wealth 1s 1n thousands of dollars. 

When a particular measure 1s not reported 1t 1s displayed as 
"0.00000" 1n the table*. 
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TABLE B-l 



STATt — ALA 
YEAR — 1972 
OISTKXCT TYPE -- 1 



MEASURES Of MEAN* 
EQUALITY. AMO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



NUMBER OF (DISTRICTS —126 
NUMBER OF PUPILS — 808401 
NUMBER OF JLIGHTEO PUPILS — 



UNIT 
DISTRICT 



0 F 



N A L T S 1 S 



UNWEIGHTEO 
PUPIL 



WtlGHTEO 
PUPIL 



1. MLAN tXP 

2. R*NBE 

3. RES RANGE 

4. FtU R R 

5. RtL MN OEV 

6. ptKM V*R 

7. V*« 

8. COEF VAR 

9., sru OEV L«S 

10. GINI 

11. S*M CORR 

12. SLOPE U 

13. SLOPE *2 
1«». SLOPE * 3 

15. EXP OlF 

16. HICK GINI- 

17. MLAN * 

18. S10 OEV U 
19« ELAST W 

20. ELAsT W2 

21. ELAST W3 



if 53.00000 
7f6, 00000 
189,00000 
,b2079 
•12216 
.90258 
7307,00000 
,16685 
.15793 
,06632 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0,00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.coooo 



nbS.OOOOO 
7*6,00000 

168,00000 

,*3»5H 
.10156 
.93462 
(1522,00000 
.1*670 
.12965 
.07131 
0.00000 
0.00000 
O.OOOOO 
0,00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
o.ooooo 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 . 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
G. 00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
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Variable descriptions : 

1. PupH (unweighted): Enrollment 

2. Revenues: Total District, County, and State Revenues plus other Revenues. 

(These revenues include revenues for capital purposes, since these could 
not be subtracted out.) 

3. Wealth: Not available at district level. 

4. Districts: All 
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TABLE B-2 



STATt ALA 
YEAR — 1*75 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 



NiiUBEo of oistrxcts —127 
NUrtttEp OF PUPILS — 783218 
NUfltfER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS 





PltASURES OP PIEANt 






tfElGHTEo 




EUUALlTYt * Nn 


QlSTRIcT 


UNUEI6HTE0 




FISCAL. NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


PUPIL 


I, 


MLAM LXP 


70*. 00000 


710.00000 


0.00000 


2. 


ftAN6E 


783.00000 


7*3.00000 


0.00000 


3. 


RES RAN6E 


320.30000 


929,00000 


0.00000 




FtO R R 


.372m 


.36119 


0.00000 




RtL IN OEV 


•11373 


.09*93 


0.00000 


6. 


PfcKN tfAR 


.A9356 


.93152 


0.00000 


7. 


y/AK 


11230.00003 


73*3,00000 


0.00000 


6. 


COEF VAH 


.15715 


,12071 
.11620 


0.00000 


9. 


sru OEV n»s 


•11456 


0.00000 


10. 


G1NI 


•0S085 


.0*5*9 


0.00000 


11. 


sin CORR 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE M 


0.00000 


O.OOOQO 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE *2 


0.00000 


0,00000 


0.00000 


1*. 


SLOPE *3 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


IS. 


EXP OIF 


0.00000 


0,00000 


0.00000 


16. 


MlCK gxni 


0.00000 


0,00000 


o.ooooo 


17. 


NtAN tt 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


IB. 


SfO OEV U 


0.00000 


0,00000 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST tf 


0.00000 


0,00000 


0.00000 


20. 


ELAST M2 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


21. 


EL*ST tf3 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions; 

See Table B-l (Alabama 1972). 
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TABLE B-3 



STATE CAl 
YEAR — 197n 
DISTRICT Type --UNIFIED 



MUfBSr OF DISTRICTS — 240 
MUMbS* OF PUPILS — 3084455 
NUMBS* OF WEIGHTED PUPILS - 









1 1 M 




I S 










^ UNWEIGHTED 


WFIGHTEO 






r ni i a I TTv a M n 


nTSTRlrT 






•>« p. Al M-l ITD Ai TTV 

F I SC NpUTn A*- ITT 


PUPTI 


PUPfL 










*59 5ln0n 


0 .00000 






d AMrr 


on a n Ann n n 


2nS0-fe0 00n 

*• " u u ^ u v v v v 


O.OOOUO 




3. 




- 9tn on 


U98. 70000 


0*00000 




■ 


fed k h 


• H ^ S'O 


• f i c. V 


o . ooono 




D • 


REL w N DFV 


. 1 770U 
• Iff u»f 




0.00000 




©• 


DTDM WAD 


*n299 


.922*15 


U. 00000 




7* 


V AK 


CA1A9. onnoo 

"OOOci u U i' w u 


27* « & . 00000 


0.00000 






COEF VAR 


.26420 


.19254 


0.00000 




9. 


STD DEV L GS 


.21712 


.16306 


o. ooono 




10. 


GINI 


.12312 


.08600 


o.ooouo 




11. 


SIM COPR 


.02971 


•80109 


o.ooouo 




12. 


SLOpF W 


<f .31300 


5.42690 


0.00000 




13. 


SLOPE W2 


4 .07000 


5.41790 


o.ooooo 




14. 


SLOPE W3 


4.4«520 


5.23490 


0. ooono 




15. 


EXP pif 


427.73000 


954.81000 


0.00000 




16. 


HICK GINT 


.10533 


.07139 


o. ooono 




17. 


MEAN W 


64. 72200 


49.02200 


o.ooouo 




1ft. 


STO PEV y 


46.48200 


24.42800 


0*00000 




19. 


ELAST W 


,3o523 


.30952 


o. ooono 




20. 


ELAST W2 


.28603 


.30901 


0.00000 




21. 


ELAST W3 


.31741 


.29857 


o. ooono 



Variable descriptions; 

1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Dally Attendee (ADA) 

2. Revenues: State and local revenues excluding revenues for debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: State equalized assessed value. 

4. Districts: All unified districts; 



I ° 
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TABLE B-4 



*TAU — CA| 
YEAR — 197! 

DISTRICT Typf — UNIFIED 



mUWb£» op districts — 242 
i"Uflb£* Of PUPILS — 3066881 
MlJMbt* OF tElGHTEO PUPILS 



U M I T 



1 F 



A M ALT SI S 





up tfl tOt C nr Hi* Ai> 

if A5"KF5 OF PIFANt 












r» T Q To T f*T 




¥ip Ai?n 1 cu 




FI>C**- NeUTFALITT 




Dl ID Tl 




J • 


W£AN EXP 


A7fl || K A A ft 


aOh £. 1 A Aft 


fl A A A n A 


?. 


RA^Gr 


?217.*0000 


9)1 « A A A A ft 

* ^17 • cIUUUq 


n A A ft lk ft 




RES RANGE 


•* a ft ii£.AAA 

7F? • **oUUU 


VTA ^1 AAA 


A A A A A A 


• 


f tn k " 




77QQa 


A A A A A A 


5. 


R EL * M DFV 




« ft O Uii 
• If ctH 


a nnnnn 
u# uuuuu 


^. 


r> p nu i/ An 

PE.RP VflR 




lQ/A« 


II A A An A 


•f 
i « 






v » U7I UvU VII 




P. 


COFF VAR 


.27«»0<* 


.19515. 


0.00000 


9. 


STn r»EV L6S 


.23022 


.17005 


o.ooooo 


10. 


GINI 


.13152 


.o9ife 


0.00000 


11 • 


SI*" rORR 


.83627 


.63193 


o#coooo 


12. 


SLOpF U 


M.5l«»00 


?.60O3o , 


0.P00O0 


13. 


SLOPF W2 


4.60210 


6*20650 


o.poooo 


1*. 


SLOPF W3 


if .77620 


6.21600 


0.00000 


15. 


FXP PIF 


1*76.97000 


*17. 42000 


o.poooo 


16. 


HICK (5INT 


.11223 
69.93600 


.07923 


O.POOOO 


17. 


^EAN M 


51.^8800 


0«PO0U0 


IP. 


STH ^EV w 


«*9. 26800 


25.52800 


0.000HO 


19. 


ELAST W 


.32344 


. 32745 


O.ooono 


20. 


ELA S J U2 


.32976 


,3'»562 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.3*223 


.34615 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

Set Table B~3 (Ca11forn1a-Un1f1ed, 1970), 
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TABLE B-5 



5TATr -- CA| 




MUMttE* OF OISTRICTS 


— 244 


YEAS' -- 1979 




MUMHE9 OF PUPILS 


3034628 


OlST,RlcT Typf ... UNIFIED 


J 
r 




PI ID T 1 <i _ 






U M 


it ^f'anal 


Y S I t» 




"EASURES OF MFAn. 










C0tiALITY f ANO 


nTCTnl AT 


1 1 * 1 1 if t r 1 1 T rn 1 
J'vWtl&HTtD 


lip 1 p LIT 

WFXviHT 




FISCAL NrUJRALITY 




PUPIL 


PUP IL 


1. 


MEAN EXP 


"t n /! #i Vnnn n* 
10e** # 30uUO 


1 a 1 o nn Ann 

* n 3R • or n 00 


u • P u o u u 


2. 




^ ^ T *r £. n A n n 


& 7 57 . 60 0 0 0 


A A n n ii M 

o , ooooo 


3. 




7oi "7 c n n a 
frit 'ouuu 


■* > r • Ob U U 0 


fi a n n ii f 1 
u « n u u u U 




FED R R 




• f b0 37 


t M a n n n n 

! u , p u 0 0 0 


5. 


REL DeV 


1 Oil 9 T 




n a n A f 1 A 

u # ouuuu 


6. 


P E R W v A« 






n A A A f 1 f 1 

U • 0 U 0 00 


7. 


VAR 


pb5U6o ooooo 


i7tn7 n n n n a 

o # *u 7 • o u o o n 


A a n n it n 

0 • P 0 0 0 u 


B. 


COtF vAR 


• ?7cHl 




n n n n r 1 n 

u # coouu 


9. 


std PtV IPS 


oinlii 
• 23D*+1 


• 17296 


A A A A A A 

0 • n u un u 


10. 


GINI 






0 , 0 0 0 n 0 


11. 


SIM CORR 


• OU 'AO 


and £ 
• ttub 1 b 


M A A A ft A 


12. 


SLOPF W 


it d^ln n 


*; 7K C A n 

3 9 f w 0 n Q 


fl An Art A 

u # ouuuu 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


H • f D»9U 


r fin n U A 


A A A A A A 

u # u if u u u 


u. 


biOPr W3 


ii 7o1 An 


0 # 0 f 0 x 0 


fl A A A A A 


15. 


exp pip 




17c 35 n n n 

^ f D • cc U U U 


n nn inn 


16. 


HICK GINI 


.11137 


.06226 


0.00GO0 


17. 


MEAN W 


75.06600 


55.56000 


O.OOObU 


18. 


SyP OEv w 


53.33900 


27.12100 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST W 


• 3l«»7a 


.30 8 m 


o.poooo 


20. 


FLAST W2 


.33621 


.3«*7«»1 


u.ooouo 


21. 


ELAST U3 


.33797 


.36805 


o.noono 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-3 (Cal1forn1a-Un1f led, 1970). 



\ 

\ TABLE B-6 



STATE — CAl 
TEAR -- 1*7* 
DISTRICT TYPF 



— ■ UNIFIED 



f f UMbt» OF tistricts — 251 
f.UMbS* OF PUPILS — 3058193 
NUMbt* ch weighted PUPILS -- 



■ 


; 

! 

measures or nrAfi* 
roii aL ity and 

CTSrflL NEUTRALITY 


\ U M T 
nlSTRlrT 

\ 


T r« F ANALY 

- UMUEIGHTEO 
PUPIL 


SIS 

Uf IGMTI 
PUPIL 


1 . * 

* • 




122?. lOO 00 


1' 52.80000 


0.00000 


r 9 


RANG? 


2U7?.9nnOO 


2*72.90000 


0.00000 




Ore PAWGr- 


907.?6000 


'33.91000 


0.00000 


9 


pen r R 


.95386 


.555*6 


0.00000 


K 

7* 9 


dpi P*N ftrl/ 


• 169162 

9 * O * y mm 


.10327 


0.00000 


O 9 


PPR* VAR 


•91015 


,9*359 


o.coouo 


7 


WAR 

v ** «\ 


o0307. 00000 


35*71 .00000 


0.00000 




COEF VAR 


.2*529 


.16*52 


0.00000 


9. 


STO DEV LGS 


•20506 


.1*276 


0.00000 


- 10. 


GINI 


.11631 


,07508 


0.00000 


11* 


SI* corr 


.8120* 


.777*6 


0*00000 


12. 


SLOpF U 


*.02*0(J 


5.0*970 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPF W2 


4.00670 


5.2*220 


0.00000 


1*. 


SLOPE W3 


U. 22930 


5.15*5 0 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP OTP 


52*** I3OOOI 


*00.6lOOO 


0.00000 


16. 


MICK GINT 


.09*93 


.059*0 


0.00000 


17. 


MEAN W 


«2.*5*00 


59.63800 


0*00000 


1ft. 




60.64300 


29.20000 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST W 


,?7083 ! 


.2612* 


0.00000 


2n. 


ELAST W2 


.26967 


.27120 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.28*65 ! 


.26666 


O.OOOno 



Valuable descriptions ; 1 
See Table B-3 (Cal1fom1a-Un1f1ed, 1970). 
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TABLE B-7 



ST/>TE -- CA! 
YfAR — 1 9 7u 

hiftrict type -- unified 



mUMHE* OF DISTRICTS -- 248 
r .UMB£* OF PUPILS — 3095609 
pUMbi* OF WEIGHT tO PUPILS - 



MEASURES OF MFAN, 
EQUAlITY. AMD 
FISCAL NpUTRALlTY 



U V T T F ANALYSIS 



OTSTRICT 



U^JWF IGHTFD 
PUPIL 



WFIGMTEO 
PUPTL 



1. MEAN EXP 

?. RAMGF 

RES RANGE 

U. FEn P P 

5. REL *W DFV 

6. PER* VAR 

7. VAR 

8. COFF VAR 

9. STO TEV L RS 

10. GINI " 

11. SI* FORR 

12. SLOpF W 

13. SLOPF W2 
IH, SLOPE W3 

15. EXe DIF 

16. HICK GINT 

17. M EAN W 
IB. STO HEV u 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ElAsT W3 



1*00.90000 

1P33. 50000 
«7?. 95000 
.82225 
.15201* 
.92*»00 
78**26. 00000 
.21528 
.18450 
.10327 
.79l9<* 
3.63<*80 
3.65720 
. 3.58P60 
U 33* 740 00 
.08344 
8«. 73100 
61.01600 
.246^0 
. 21*832 
. 2*367 



1*45.60000 
1°33. 50000 
U8T .3f000 
.45246 
.09695 

34*55.00000 
.1^966 
.13231 

.07069 
.761*55 
M.548&0 
4.96570 
U .86050 
/ ^Oy.760 0 0 
/ C. 05550 
1 6i*. 22700 
31.33600 
,2345»» 
.25605 
.25062 



O.POOno 
0. 000O0 
0. 00000 
U. OOOi.iO 

o.ooo«o 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0 .00000 
O.PUOOO 

u* ooooo 
O.OOOno 
0.00000 
0.00000 

u.ooooo 
o.noooo 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions ; 

See Table B-3 (California-Unified, 1970). 
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TABLE B-8 



STATE — CAl. 
Y£AR — 1970 

OISTRlcT TYPE — HIGH SCHOOL 



MUPttt* OF DISTRICTS — 118 
w UMb£* OF PUPILS — 525,444 
W UHd£* OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 







U M I T 


> ANAL 


Y S I S 




MEASURES OF MFAN. 






WEIGHT! 




equality. AND 


DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTEO 




fiscal neutrality 




PUPIL 


PUPIL 


1. 


MEAN EXP 


1111.90000 


1027.70000 


0.00000 


2. 


RANGE 


1272.70000 


1*72.70000 


0.00000 


3, 


RES RAN6f 


978.98000 


711.27000 


0.00000 


*. 


FED P R 


1.17290 


.96609 


0,00000 


5. 


REL DEV 


•16900 


.12509 


0.00000 


6. 


PERM VAR 


.91127 


.91171 


0,00000 


7. 


VAR 


6928* .00000 


32*04.00000 


0.00000 


A. 


COEF VAR 


.23672 


.17570 


0,00000 


9. 


STD TEV |_GS 


.20905 


.1663o 


0,00000 


10. 


GIMI 


.11806 


,09127 


0.00000 


11. 


SIM CORR 


•86281 


•82661 


0 .000U0 


1?. 


SLOpF W 


1.89330 


2.468*0 


o.ooooo 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


2.58630 


2.97100 


0,00000 


1*, 


SLOPF W3 


2.52210 


2.96970 


0,00000 


15. 


E*P OIF 


59*.69000 


*60.0*000 


o.opooo 


16. 


HICK GINI 


.303*2 


.07626 


0.00000 


17. 


MEAN W 


182.0*000 


133*07000 


0.00000 


18. 


sto pev w 


119.96000 


60.62900 


0.00000 


1«?. 


ELAST W 


•3099" 


•31962 


0.00000 


?o. 


ELAsT W2 


.•»2376 


.36*69 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST W3 


,«*1292 


.38*53 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupil (unweighted); Average Dally Attendance (ADA). 

2. Revenues: State and local revenues excluding revenues for debt service and capital 

3. Health: S t a te e qua l ized assessed vsl u c . — — — 

4. Districts: ATI high school districts. 
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TABLE B-9 



STATf — CAl 

year 1971 

DISTRICT TYpf — HIGH SCHOOL 



nUMbl* of districts — 117 
mU"BS» OF PUPILS — 533,965 
mUMBl* OF WEIGHTED PUPILS - 





MEASURES OF MF*M« 


DISTRICT 




EQUALITY, A N0 




FISCAL NpllTRAL ITY 




1. 


MEAN EXP 


1176.00000 


?• 


RANGF 


1599.70000 


3. 


RES R fl NGE 


994.56000 


4. 


FED R R 


1.1242(i 


5. 


REL dfv 


.5 7428 


6. 


PERM VAR 


.88695 


7. 


VAR 


Rii6e9. ooooo 


8. 


COEF VAR 


.24746 


9. 


STD DEV t.RS 


.21851 


10. 


GINI 


.12352 


11. 


SIM CORR 


.fiif979 


1?. 


SLOpF U 


1.97830 


13. 


SLOPE W 2 


2.55240 


m. 


SLOPE W3 • 


2.51130 


15. 


EXP OIF 


616.66000 


16. 


HICK GINT • 


.10455 


17. 


MEAN W 


195.12000 


IP. 


ST" HEV w 


125.01000 


19. 


ELAST W 


.3 2 e2<* 


20. 


r(.AST W2 


.42349 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.41667 



UMiT "» F ANALYSIS 



UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED 
PUPIL PUPIL 



1*00. 20000 
1*99.70000 
▼60.99000 
1.0l72o 
.12918 
.89987 
33*76.00000 
.18136 
.17381* 

.09*70 
.83213 
2.588(8o 
3.10980 
3.12610 
*94» 37000 
.08130 

139.6«»000 
62.96800 
.33466 
.40201 
.40412 



0.00000 
O.OOOQO 

o.ocono 
u.ououo 
o.ooouo 
u.ooooo 

0.00000 
O.OOOUO 
0.00000 

o.ooono 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooouo 

0.00000 

o.ooouo 
o.ooouo 
o.ooono 

o.ooono 

0.00000 

o.ooqoo 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-8 (California-High School, 1970). 
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TABLE B-10 



STATE — CAl_ 






— .. 117 


YEAR — 1«»79 




MUMBS* of pupils — 


542,612 


01 


STRICT Typr — HIGH SCHOOL 


MwnBL* Or Wtlu" | tu 


/ 

PIJPTI S m - 
"Ur 1 L* 3 • 




• 


U N 


T T ? F ANAL 


Y S IS 




MEASURES OF MEAN. 










~EOtt*tfTY, AMD 


DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTED - 7 






fiscal neutrality 




pu r t 


nun ■ i 

PUPIL 


i • 


- 

MEAN EXP 


1294.«»0000 


% • a a a a a a a 

11 52.00000 


n a n a it a 
U • P U 0 f 1 0 


* • 


RANGE 


1565.00000 


1*65*0P000 


0.00000 


~ • 


res ramgf 


«97. 70000 


• n it • ^ a a m 

17000 


n nniifin 
U • UUUUv 


■» • 


FED R R 


.9J.497 


1 • 03*H0 


u • n u uu u 




REL WW OEM 


.16796 


« ABU* 

• 125^3 


fl AOOAA 


D • 


PERM VAR" 


.*7313 


• 67666 


n Annnn 
u • uuuuu 


( • 


VAR 


P3113. 00000 


fl tl h A ^ A A A A ft 

H4tl27« 00000 


A A A AllA 




COEF VAR 


.22272 


•17633 


A A A A A A 

o • noooo 


• 9. 


STD TEV LGS 


.20562 


• 17303 


A . A AAA A 


1 n 


GINI 


.11745 


•09^01 


0 ,00000 


11' 


SIM C9RR ' 


.81675 


• 62752 


A A A A it A 

0«u00U0 


1?. 


SLOpf W 


1.92970 


2.6375Q 


A A A A A n 

□•PPOOO 


13. 


SLOPE W?. 


2.58e9a 


3* 12920 


n aa nnn 


m. 


SLOPE W3 


2.57950 


9 « 1 All * 

3 » 139^0 


n a n n a a 
UnPUUUU 


15. 


EXP DIF 


623.64000 


*H5 •70000 


n nnnnn 


16. 


HICK GINI 


.09827 




n roonfl 

w • \J v V w v 


17. 


MEAN W 


2n5. 84000 


149.65000 


0*00000 


IP. 


std hev w 


122.02000 


66.11700 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST W 


.30687 


.33170 


0.00000 


2P. 


E.LAST W2 


.<H170 


.39353 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.41020 


.39482 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-8 (California-High School, 1970) . 
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TABLE B-11 



STATE — C&L 
YEAR — 197* 

OISTRIcT TYPE — HIGH SCHOOL 



M UMH£» OP DISTRICTS — 114 
NUMbS* OF PUPILS — 544403 
mUMbS* OF WEIGHTED' PUPILS 



MEASURES OF MFAN, 
EQUALITY, A MD 
FISCAL NpUTRALlTY 



UMlT "»F ANALYSIS 



DISTRICT 



unweighted 

PUPIL 



wfighted 

PUPIL 



1. MEAN EXP 

2. RANGE 

3. RES RANGE 

4. FED R R 

5. REL WN OEV 

6. PERM VAR 

7. vAR 

A. COEF VAR 

9. STD HEv LGS 

10. GXMI 

11. SIM CORR 

12. SLOPE W 

13. SLOPE W2 
1*. SLOPE W3 
15. ExP PIP 
If. HICK GINi 
17. • MEAN W 
lfl. . STD DEV W 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELAST W3 



1421.90000 
1727.10000 
1174,30000 

i;i722o 

.16726 
.A9373 
101460.00000 
.22*01 
.20697 
.11765 
.81769 
2.26730 
2.7o«*3o 
2.72570 
615.31000 

.09661 
215,12000, 
114.87000 
.3*302 
.40913 
.^1237 



1»67. 20000 
1^27.10000 
792.77000 
.84293 
.13714 
.86189 
54*01. 00000. 
.18457 
.18065 
.09976 
.61013 
2.7l6l0 
3,08970 
3.11050 
435,69000 

.07663 
156.04000 
69.76200 
,334«*5 

.3eo«»6 

.38302 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
o.ooono 

0.00000 
0.00000 

0,00000 

0.00000 

0,00000 

0,00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0,00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-8 (California-High School. 1970). 
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TABLE 8-12 



STAT£ — CAl. 






mm 1 til 

114 


YEAR — * q 7u 




fiUMttt? OF PUPILS — 


559,589 


OIST^IcT TYPF — HIGH SCHOOL 










U M 


T T ? F ANAL 


Y S I S 




MEASURES OF MFAfi, 










equality. ANO 


PISTRICT 


1 iMuP t iSuTrn 






fiscal neutrality 




Ol IDT 1 


DUD tl 


1. 


"•Fan Eyp 


l'iM.*0000 


1 11 4 X A ft ft A 


n n n n 11 n 
u # uuuuu 


t m ■ 


RAMGF 


1779.10000 


1^79 •10000 


11 A A A 11 A 

u • noouo 


3. 


RFS raw$f 


1002.^0000 


»C A ft Kfl ft ft 


n aaaaA 


<4. 


FEO R R 


.944^1 


• Owl O© 




5. 


RFI. ofv 


.15135 


•Iff dOQ 


0 onnnn 

W 1 V V V U U 


6. 


PERM VAR 


•*8790 


• oof mo 


ft _ ft n n 11 n 


7. 


V AR 


96130.00000 


li^^ue. nnnnft 
"♦3 7, Tb« OuUOu 


u •uuuuu 




COEF VAR 


.21211 


• lel*7 


ft aaaaa 
u •uuuuu 


9. 


STn nEV i gs 


.19486 




0 nnonn 


in. 


GINI 


.10960 




ft ft ft n n A 


li. 


SIM CORR 


.7o654 


• fHJOf 


A _ ft ft ft ft fi 

u • n u u if u 


12. 


SLOpF W 


1.60740 


1 •9?b , »0 


A nnnnn 

u • rUUUU 


13. 


SLOPF W2 


2.37290 


*% lift 


0 - no A A A 


14. 


SLOPF W3 


2.29490 


2 • 52630 


A nnnnft 
u • u.u u u u 


1?. 


EXP DIP 


616.29000 


11 1 ii *? *■ ft n ft 
U*f • 730 uu 


O OAAAO 


16. 


HICK SINT 


.08663 


• U~ ■ w f 


0-flOJOO 


17. 


MEAN W 


235.56000 


169.55ooo 


O.tiOOO 


16. 


sto pev w 


136.29000 


. „ 81.89400 


0.(0000 


19. 


ELAST W 


.25902 


.24795 


0^00000 


20. 


£L*ST W2 


.38238 


.32067 


U. 00000 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.36981 


.32516 


0. noouo 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-8 (California-High School, 1970). 
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TABLE B-13 



STATE -- CAL 
YEAR — 1970 

district type — elementary 



nuube* of districts — 711 
fjUMbt^ OF PUPILS — 1082396 
rjUMHE' OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



"ENSURES OF MEAN* 
EQUALITY, flND 
FISCAL NrUTRALITY 



UMlT ->F ANALYSIS 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
OUPIL 



1. *1E An EXP 

2. RANGE 

3. RES RANGE 

4. FED R P 
5., REL MM DEV 

6. PER" VAR 

7. VAR 

8. COF.F VAR 

9. STD DEV L GS 

10. GINI 

11. SIM CORR 

12. SLOpE W 

13. SLOPF W2 
1U. SLOPE W3 

15. EXP DIP 

16. HICK GINI 

17. MEAN W 
1G. STD DEV u 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELAST W3 



885.99000 
3983.90000 
109*. 90000 
1.99710 
.30464 
.86087 
lf.5520.00000 
.45920 
.34759 
.20704 
.77388 
1.11490 
1.58300 
1.97150 
11 20. 70 000 
.17118 
168. 32000 
28?. 39000 
.21181 
.30074 
.37454 



778.12000 
3983.90000 
!»75. 70000 
.79*70 
. 14990 
.91537 
29951.00000 
.21601 
.lp775 
.10539 
.67202 
1.79370 
2.34980 
2.84600 
X58. 61000 
.07764 
64.62100 
62.97400 
.14B96 
.19515 
.23635 



O.OOOOO 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.oocoo 

O.OOOOO 
0,00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

1. PupH (unweighted): Average Dally Attendance (ADA) 

2,. Revenues: State and local revenues excluding revenues for debt service and capital 

3. Wealth: State equalized assessed value. 

4. Districts: All elementary districts. 
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STATE — CAi 

year — 1*71 

DISTRICT TYpf: — ELEMENTARY 



TABLE B-14 

mU«b£R OF T'lSTRlcTS *- 707 
mUMbi* OF PUPILS -- 1062811 
MUHb£R OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



UNIT 



1 F 



ANALYSIS 





measures of mean, 
couality, aNO 

FlSc«L NEUTRALITY 


DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 


WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 


1. 


MEAN EXP 


924.13000 


*17, 64000 


0.00000 


2. 


RANGE 


4733.40000 


<»733.4Q000 


0.00000 


3. 


RES RANGf 


12*9.10000 


444.03000 


0.00000 


<». 


FED » R 


?. 21760 


.86030 


0.00000 


5. 


REL NN OEV 


.30667 


.15750 


0.00000 


6. 


PERN VAR 


,6if685 


.89820 


0.00000 


7. 


VAR 


175030.00000 


339*2.00000 


o.noooo 


8. 


COEF VAR 


.45271 


.22532 


0.00000 


9. 


STD REV lGS 


.35292 


•I960* 


0.00000 


10. 


GINI 


.21010 


.11181 


0.00000 


11. 


SIN CORR 


.79033 


.66866 


o.ooouo 


12. 


SLOpF W 


1.20010 


1.98620 


o.ooouo 


13. 


SLOPF Wa 


l«<t<»650 


2. if 7750 


o.ooboo 


1*. 


SLOPF W3 


1.97150 


3.04920 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP DIP 


1099*00000 


^89.86000 


0,00000 


16. 


HICK 5INT 


.16970 


.06372 


o.ooouo 


17. 


MEAN W 


180«20000 


7o. 19300 


0*00000 


1<». 


sto HEV u 


275.51000 


63.88100 


o.ooouo 


1*». 


ELAST W 


.23401 


.17051 


o.ooouo 


20. 


EL«ST W2 


.28245 


.21269 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.364*9 


.26177 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions: 

See Table B-13 (California-Elementary, 1970). 



2H2 



STATE — CAl 
YEAR — 197? 

DISTRICT Type: -- ELEMENTARY 



TABLE B-15 

/ mU.MB£3 of districts — 705 

MUMBt* OF PUPILS 1051895 

fiUMb£* OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



MEASURES OF MfAM, 
EQUALITY. AMD 
FISCAL NfUTRALITY 



U^xT 1 F ANALYSIS 



DISTRICT 



'JNWFIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. 


MEAN EXP 


in?7.ooroo 


a 07. 37000 


o.ooono 


?.. 


RAMGF 


5977. 5^000 


5°77.5PO0O 


o.noono 


...3. 


RES RANGp 


i3*»5.noooo \ 


"55.39000 


0.00000 




FED R R 


2.16270 \ 


.79822 


0.00000 


5. 


REl. DEV 


.31612 


.1*»989 


0.00000 


6. 


PERP VAR 


,P«*f39 


.90980 


C. 00000 


7. 


VAR 


27^020. 00000 




n a fin no 




COEF VAR 


,5Qe48 


.21566 


0.00000 


9. 


STO OEV LGS 


.36123 


.16926 


0.00000 


10. 


GINI 


.21662 


„1059«t 


0.00000 


11. 


si" roPR 


.79315 


*67698 


u.ooouu 


12. 


SLOPE W 


1.39700 


1.96310 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPF W2 


1*66110 


2.H5850 


0.00000 


m. 


SLOPE W3 


1,69750 


2,89110 


o.poooo 


15. 


EXP OIF 


U t^.UOOOO 


«87.7«»000 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


.17627 


.07367 


0.00000 


17. 


MEAN W 


199.77000 


76.71600 


O.POO»0 


16. 


STO OEV W 


299.36000 


67.00200 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST W 


.26912 


.16767 


o.ooooo 


20; 


EL* ST W2 


.32385 


.20767 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.3655H 




0.00000 


Variable descriptions: 








See Table B-13 (California-Elementaryi 1970) 


• 
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STATE — CAi 
YEAR — 197* 

DISTRICT Typf — ELEMENTARY 



TABLE B-16 

iMUMdt' OP DISTRICTS — 687 

MUMbt* OF PUPILS — 1010025 

mUMbS* OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 







U V 


T T •> F A N A L Y S 


I s 




MEASURES OF MEAN, 










. EQUALITY,- AND 


DISTRICT 


UNUEIGHTEO 


WEIGHTI 




FISCAL Nf-UTRALITY 




PUPIL 


PUPIL 


1. 


*EAN EXP 


1238.60000 


■ 

1*72.30000 


0.00000 


?. 


RANGF 


1**18.00000 


1**18. 00000 


o.ooooo 


3. 


RfS RAMGp 


1526.10000 


*79. 23000 


0.00000 


*. 


FFO P R 


1.97760 


.67977 


0.00000 


5. 


REL *N OEV 


.30553 


.13698 


0.00000 


6. 


PFR* VAR 


.86537 


.92756 


0.00000 


7. 


VAR 


561020.00000 


*5f»2S. 00000 


0.00000 


ft • 


COEF VAR 


•60*61 


.19789 


0.00000 


9. 


sth r»Ev lss 


.3*892 


.17117 


o.ooono 


10. 


GINI 


.21053 


.0956* 


o.ooouo 


11. 


SI" CORR 


.7*615 


•66260 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPF W 


1.52070 


1.9258o 


0*00000 


IS. 


SLOPE W2 


.92805 


2.39800 


0.00000 


1*. 


SLOPF W3 


2.21680 


2.78560 


o.ooouo 


15. 


EXP OIF 


1676.90000 


007.09000 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK RINT 


.16**1 


.06391 


0.00000 


17. 


MEAN W 


225.23000 


8*.l33oo 


0*00000 


1ft. 


ST 0 OEV W 


367.52000 


73.01000 


0 ,00000 


19. 


FLAST W 


.276*8 


.15110 


0.00000 


20. 


EL^ST *2 


.16873 


.18815 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST W3 


,«»030*. 


.21656 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : « 

See Table B-13 (California-Elementary, 1970). 
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TABLE B-17 



STA Tt CAL 




MUMBt* OP DISTRICTS 


— 678 


Y£AR — 1 1Jii 




NUMd£* OF PUPILS. — 


931355 


* 

OISTRlcT TYPE — ELEMENTARY 


H'UMaE* OP WEIGHTED 


PUPILS 






1 1 M 


TT 1 F ANAL 


Y S I S 




Mr ACIIQrQ nc mt am . 












9 nISTRirT 


Unweighted 


WFIGHTI 




CtCfAt NrllTPALTTY 




PUPIL 


PUPIL 


1 • 


ur am rvp 


Jl O o r» • wiiuuu 


11 68.90000 


0 .00000 


d . 


DAMCr 
n »* fM 19 C 


~r>" | n u u u u 


5*9^.80000 


O.OOOno 


0 • 


Pre RAMfiir 


1 Ria. moon 


*75.7?000 


0.00000 


ti 


rrn r R 


.1 . CT ^ ^ w U 


.59765 


0.00000 


c 




t r nu >'w 


• I309«f 


o.noono 


o • 


pr dm V7AR 


. A7l 03 


.93237 


0.00000 


r • 


WAD 
V 




^7*56.00000 


0.00 0 00 


n 

* • • 


rnrr var 




.18617 


0.00000 




STD PEV LGS 


' .33H26 


•16032 


0 • ooooo 


10. 


GIMI 


.199H3 


.08969 


0 .00000 


11. 


SI* CORR 


.58611 


•617^3 


0 • 0 V U U 0 




SLOPE W 


-4 .01210 


1 .37«f7o 


-4.00000 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


3.512H0 


1.98050 


0.00000 


U. 


SLOPF W3 


1.P0750 


2.36270 


o.ooooo 


15. 


EXP DIF 


10000 


»46?.mooo 


0.00000 


16.. 


HICK GINt 


.3 5282 


•06229 


O.OOOno 


17. 


MEAN W 


253.76000 


96.66100 


o.ooooo 


IB. 


std pev w 


H2H ,92000 


97.73800 


0.00000 


19. 


EL AST W 


.18798 


.11368 


0.00000 


20. 


EL A ST W2 


,28089 


.16378 


0 .ooooo 


21; 


ELAST W3 


.33570 


.19538 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-13 (California-Elementary, 1970). 



2S5 



TABLE B-18 



STATt — COL 
TEAR — 1972 
OISTK1CT TYPE — 1 



NUMBER OF OiSTRZCrs -"174 
NUMBER OF PUPILS — 524214 
NUftBrR OF WEIGHTE0 PUPILS 







UNI 


T OF ANAL 


r s 1 s 




fttftSUKES OF MEAN. 






■fi.I6HT{ 




E«Ya»-I™» A^a 


glSTRIcT 


UNw£X6HT£Q 




FISCAL NrUTRALlTT 




PUPIL 


PJPXL 


1. 


ntAN LXP 


i 

1164.40000 


1010.00000 


0*00000 


2. 


R*Ntf£ 


2606.00000 


2So6,00000 


0*00000 


3, 


HtS RANGE 


1326.09000 


510*00000 


0*00000 


4. 


FtU R R 


1.89700 


, 70637 


0*00000 


s. 


ftfc»L MM UCV 


•27130 


•1*037 


A A A A 4ft A 

0*00000 


6. 


PLKfl 


.67127 




0*00000 


7. 


yAK 


201130.00000 


356^3.00000 


0*00000 


6. 


COLF YAR 


.37667 


.1669% 

1 m. a1 ia 


0*00000 


9. 


S>U OLV LI'S 


•32600 


u * u w «i y w 


10. 


S1NI 


.19038 


.09964 


0.00000 


11. 


sin CORK 


.66940 


.79630 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE W 


27.13400 


26.08800 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


31.54000 


29.37300 


0.00000 


1*. 


SCOPE M3 


32.07100 


31.97800 


0.00000 


15. 


Exp oif 


949.32000 


3'2 e ^Q00 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK SINI 


.17243 


,08386 


0.00000 


l7. 


fttAN d 


1 B. 465 00 


11.16200 


0.00000 


18. 


sru oev w 


1*. 70100 


3.76340 


o.uoooo 


19. 


ELAST W 


•42302 


.26631 


0.00000 


20. 


elRst «2 


.49171 


.32462 


0.00000 


21. 


ELA S T Mi 


.49999 


.35340 


0,00000 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupils (unweighted); Average Dally Attendance (ADA). 

2. Revenues: Total local and state revenue excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: State equalized assessed value. (Equalized to 20.58% of market. ) 

4. Districts: All districts except two, 1n Rio Blanco County, with extraordinarily 

high assessed value per pupil. 




TABLE B-19 



STATt — COL 
YEAR — 1974 
OlSTKlcT TYPL -- 1 



NU«8rR OF OISTRIC'S — 174 
M.'.MdER OF PUPILS —518,774 
NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS. 



MtASUKES OF MEAN* 

euuality* AND 

FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



QlSTRIcT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEISHTEO 
PUPIL 



1. ML AN tXP 

2. RANGE 

3. Rts RANGE 

4. FtO R R 

5. RLL.4N.0Etf 

6. PLRM tfAR 

7. VAR 

6. COEF VAR 

9. sru OEV LSS 

10. G1NI 

11. S*fl CORR 

12. SLOPE W 

13. SLOPE W2 

14. SLOPE W3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HICK GInI 

17. MtAN W 

18. STD DEV W 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELAST w3 



1527.30000 
3116.00000 
169*. 00000 
1.69230 
.26560 
.88089 
30B910. 00000 
.36390 
.31000 
.18227 
.81900 
27. 94300 
33.25100 
34.O43OO 
1135.10000 
.15790 
21.82300 
16.29100 
.39927 
.17511 
,«t8643 



1 317*20000 
31 16.00000 
754. 00000 
.75475 
.14278 
.85803 
63448,00000 
.19122 
.17900 
.10069 
.79000 
26.955Q0 
35.33600 
36.90400 
548.61000 
.06347 
14.06900 
7.38130 
.26791 
.37742 
.39417 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0,00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0,00000 
0,00000 
0.00000 
0,00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
O.OQOOO 

0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-18 (Colorado, 1972). 

2. Revenues: See Table B-18 (Colorado, 1972). 

3. Wealth: State equalized assessed value. (Equalized to 20.7% of market.) 

4. Districts: See Table B-18 (Colorado, 1972). 
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TABLE B-20 



oTATt ■»• CUMM 




lnUMdt* OP DISTRICTS 


*m 1 CO 


YEAR — 197* 




MUMbt' OF PUPILS — 


636932 


OISTRTcT TYPE -- 3 




H'UMBi' OF WEIGHTED 


PUPILS 






U M 


I T "> F ANAL 


Y S I S 




MEASURES OF BPA^t 






WflGHTt 






nTSTRlrT 


UMUFIGHTFD 




mm m mm m. 1 & A ■ * 9% A 1 V 9* ^/ 

FiSC^L NEUTRALITY 




PI'PII 


PUPIL 


1 • 


"1EAN EXP 


i 971 . on nnn 


1*1 ft. 3noon 


0. 00000 




R ANGF 


1 1 a 1 annnn 


•ftooon 


0,00000 


3* 


RES NANGfr 




• 01 • 03000 


0.00000 


<*• 


FEP R R 


• 77103 


•80183 


0.00000 


5. 


REL DFV 


- H379 


• 13796 


0 .00000 


6. 


PERH VAR 


. ~ f D O O 


. A899^ 


0.00000 


7. 


VAR 


(ifli^Q „ nnooo 

p , i v n • " u v v w 


55*10 .00000 


0.00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


.17287 


•17840 


0.00000 


9* 


STD ntv lGS 


• ~ V ^ ~ V 


- . 37820 


0.00000 


i n 
X u • 




9 w 7 v w u 


• 09800 


o.ooouo 


ii. 


SI* CORR 




• &3n In 


0.00000 


12. 


SLHPF W 




* . 1 P*7o 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPF W2 




O • ^ ~ V K W 


0.00000 


I*. 


SLOPE W3 


n» tut ?v 


■s - nu34n 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP PIF 


ii it k . nnooo 




0.00000 


16. 


HICK GINt 


.06800 


.07600 


o.noooo 


17. 


MEAN W 


79.1i*«»00 


»«♦. 17900 


0*00000 


la. 


STH DEV W 


39.99700 


H7. 30900 


o.noooo 


19. 


EL AST W 


.20952 


.1997a 


0.00000 


20, 


ELAST W2 


.29905 


.39901* 


o.noooo 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.3362? 


.32204 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions: 

1. Pupil (unweighted): Total adjusted Resident Average Dally Membership in the state. 

2. Revenues: Net Current Local Expenditures (as a measure of locally-raised 

revenues) plus total state aid for public schools excluding school building aid. 

3. Wealth: Equalized Net Grant List (1976). 

4. Districts: The 169 towns 1n the state with resident pupils. Regional school 

districts arc excluded. 
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TABLE B-21 



CO 



STATE — PL A 
YEAR — 1972 
DISTRICT TYPE -- 1 



NUMBER OF DISTRICTS — 67 
N'MBEf? OF PUPILS — 1369723 
NUMBER OF WEIGHTEO PUPILS - r 



MEASURES OF MEAN* 
EQUALITY* AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



II N I r n F ANALYSIS 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTEO 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 





t. 


MEAN Exp 


970.11000 


953.88000 


0.00000 




2. 


RAN6E 


493.58000 


i*93. 58000 


0.00000 


- 


3. 


RES RAmGE 


378.00000 


921. 46000 


0.00000 




4. 


FED R R 


.46280 


.26270 


0.00000 




5. 


REL MN OEV 


.09130 


.07310 


0.00000 




6. 


PERM VAR 


.9118? 


• 94364 


0.00000 




7. 


V A R 


12513.00000 


7o91. 50000 


0*00000 




e. 


COEF \/AR 


.11531 


.08828 


0.00000 




9. 


std OEv lg s 


.11400 


.08900 


0.00000 




10. 


GINI 


.0635A 


.04906 


0.00000 




11. 


SIM C0RR 


.57319 


,76347 


0.00000 




12. 


SLOPE W 


3,55860 


3,74260 


0.00000 




13. 


SLOPE W2 


3.26910 


3.76540 


0.00000 




14. 


SLOPE W3 


3,33710 


4,40850 


0,00000 




15. 


ZIP OIF 


118,72000 


1*2,21000 


0,00000 




16. 


MICK GINI 


.0012S 


0.00000 


0.00000 




17. 


MEAN y 


35.975^0 


38,41300 


0.00000 




18. 


STO OEV u 


18,01700 


17,17800 


0,00000 




19. 


ELAST tf 


.13197 


.15072 


0.00000 




20. 


ELAST W2 


.1212S 


,15163 


0,00000 




21. 


ELAST W3 

* 


.1237* 


,17753 


0,00000 




Variable- descriptions: 









1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Daily Attendance (ADA). 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues. 

3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed Value. 

4. Districts: All 
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TABLE B-22 



STATE — FLA 
YEAR — 1973 
OISTRICT TYPE — 1 



NUMBER OF DISTRICTS — 67 

NUMBER OF PUPILS — 1397320 1 

NVM8FP OF HEIGHTEO PUPILS — 1889821 



UNIT ft F ANALYSIS 





- 

MEASURES OF 1EAN. 




* 






EQUALITY* aNO 


DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTED 


WEIGHT 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


PUPIL 


i. 


MLAN EXP 


1179.10000 


n87. 30000 


677.86000 


2. 


RAN6E 


6o7. 63000 


407.83000 


*3*. 62000 


3. 


RES RAkiGE 


*S9. 73000 


309.32000 


219.92000 


*• 


FEO R R 


.*Bl8n 


.30*00 


.29210 


5. 


REL MN OEV 


,0987s 


.09*30 


.03993 


6. 


PERM WAR 


.91260 


.92016 


.93787 


7. 


V*R 


21281.00000 


16061. 00000 


5738.60000 




CUtr VAR 








9. 


STO OE*/ LSs 


.12100 


.10700 


.06500 


10. 


GINI 


.O6863 


•05980 


.0*052 


11. 


SIM CORR 








12. 


SLOPE u 


1.3877n 


3.25950 


2.5**10 


13. 


SLOPE M 2 


2.8079n 


*. 69620 


3.73230 


1*. 


SLOPE W3 


2.*262 n 


*. 85070 


3.92*00 




EXP OIF 


1 <*3. 32000 


9 26.9i000 


130.02000 


T 16. 


HICK GINI 


•00080 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 


H EA N W 


49.98000 


5<>. 592oo 


*0. 36500 




STO DEV y 


33.53300 


2*. 02100 


17.22900 


19. 


ELAST U 


.05889 


.1*987 


.11696 


2 0. 


ELAST U2 


.1190 9 


.21593 


.17162 


21. 


EL*ST W3 


.1028K 


.22303 


.180*3 


Variable descriptions: 








1. a. 


Pupils (unweighted): 


See Table B-21 


(Florida, 1972). 





b. Pupils (weighted): Weighted FTE, as per schedule on next page. 

2. Revenues: See Table B-21 (Florida, 1972). 

3. Wealth: See Table B-21 (Florida, 1972). 

4. Districts: See Table B-21 (Florida, 1972). 
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TABLE B-23 



STaT£ — FLA 
YEAR — 197* 
OISTRICT TYPE -- 1 



NUMBER of districts — . 67 
N.'.MBEo OF PUPILS -- 1416524 
NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS -- 1992514 





MEASURES OF MEAN* 


DISTRICT 




EQUALITY* AND 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




!• 


MEAN EXP 


13<*1. tfOOOO 


2. 


RANGE 


712.1*7000 


3. 


RES RANGE 


*i&.oioon 


*. 


FEO R R 


.35890 


5.. 


REL mn oev 


.0758* 


6. 


PERM VAR 


.91621 


7. 


V AR 


1767*. 00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


.09911 


9. 


STO DEV**LGS 


.09600 


10* 


GINI 


.osms 


11. 


SlM CORR 


,*23** 


12. 


SLOPE U 


1.7979n 


13. 


SLOPE U2 


1.7508n 


1*. 


SLOPE W3 


1.78980 


15. 


EXP DIF 


109.96000 


16. 


HIC K Glfll 


.0016^ 


17. 


MEAN W 


60.56700 


It. 


STO DEV W ; 


31.31200 


19. 


ELAST U 


•0811a 


20. 


ELAST U2 


.0790* 


21. 


ELAST U 3 


.08081 



UNIT n F ANALYSIS 



UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED 
PUPIL PJPIL 



13*3.60000 
*12.*7000 
339.31000 
.28500 
.07383 
.92116 
13? 34.00000 
.08562 
•08700 
.0*82* 
.73303 
3.08390 
3.219H0 
3*2*920 
1 76.88000 
O 0 OOOOO 
71.00800 
27.3**00 
•16298 
.1701* 
.17172 



955.21000 
320.5*000 
2*3.*7000 
.28590 
.06783 
.96979 
3586.80000 
.06270 
.0(200 
.0*095 
° .65363 
2.12180 
2.10250 
1.86050 
72.67900 
.00179 
50.*8100 
18,*5600 
.11213 
.11111 
.09832 



Variable descriptions : 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): Si 
b. Pupils (weighted): See 

2. Revenues: See Table. B-21 

3. Wealth: See Table B-21 

4. Districts: See Table 



ie Table B-21 (Florida, 1972). 
Table B-22 (Florida, 1973). 
(Florida, 1972). 
(Florida, 1972). 
(Florida, 1972). 



Weights for Various Educational Programs in Florida, 1975-76 



Baste Programs 



Kindergarten and Grades 1 v 2, and 3 1 -234 

Grades 4 through 9 I- 00 

Grades 10, 11, and 12 1.10 

Special Programs for Exception*! Student* 



Educable mentally retarded 2.3Q 

Trainable mentally retarded 3.00 

Physically handicapped 3.50 

Physical and occupational therapy, part-time 6.00 

Speech and hearing therapy, part-time 10.00 

Deaf 4.00 

Visually handicapped, part-time 10.00 

'Visually handicapped 3.50 
Emotionally disturbed, part-time ^ 7.50 

Emotionally disturbed 3.70 

Socially maladjusted 2.30 

Specific learning disability, part-time 7.50 

Specific learning disability 2.30 

Gifted, part-time 3.00 

Hospital and homebound, part-time 1 5.00 

Vocatioml-Tecnnicai J+otrem* 



Vocational Education 1 4.26 

Vocational Education II 2.64 

Vocational Education III 2. It 

Vocational Education IV 169 

Vocational Education V 1 .40 

Vocational Education VI 1-H 

Adult Education Programs 



Adult basic education and adult high school 1-28 
Community sendee 0.675 



'Vocational-technical programs are put into one of six categories depending upon the 
relative cost of providing the program. Most expensive are certain shop courses using a great 
deal of expensive equipment; least expensive a<e secretarial courses. 

Source: Jack Leppert, Larry Huxel, Walter Germs, and Ileber Fuller, "Pupil Weighting 
Programs in School Finance Reform," in School Finance Reform: A Legislators Handbook 
eds. John J. Callahan and William H. Wilken (Washington, D.C.: National Conference of 
State Legislatures, 1976). 



232 



TABLE B-24 



STaT£ — FLA 
YEAR — 1975 



NUMBrR OF DISTRICTS 67 
NUMBEr OF PUPILS — 1416516 



DISTRICT TYPE -- 1 




NUMBER OF WEIGHTED 


PUPILS • — ■ 






II N 


f 

IT nF ANAL 


Y S I S 




MEASURES OF MEAN* 










EQUALITY. ft ND 


[DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTED 


WEIGHTEO 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


PUPIL 


1* 


mean Exp 


l344.3Q00n 


,^74.80000 


0.00000 


2. 


RANGE 


753.i»4oon 


753.44000 


0.00000 


3. 


RES RANGE 


402.92000 


359.62000 


0.00000 


4. 


FED R R 


.3556n 


.30570 


0.00000 


5. 


REL MN DEV 


•O83I4 


.08560 


0.00000 


6. 


PERM V/AR 


.92460 


.94676 


0.00000 . 


7, 


VAR 


19866. OOOUO 


18055.00000 


0.00000 


a. 


COEF \/AR 


.1048* 


.09774 


0.00000 


9. 


STD DEV LGS 


.10300 


.09800 


0.00000 


10. 


G1NI 


.05779 


.05507 


0.00000 


11. 


SIM CORR 


.5403A 


.•77344 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE u 


1.97090 


3.28320 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE w 2 


1.74o6n 


3.36150 


0.00000 


1*. 


SLOPE U3 


i.9987o 


3.67240 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP DIF 


l38.si|00n 


923.15000 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


.00340 


.00545 


0.00000 


1/. 


M EA N w 


69.101*00 


79.96100 


0.00000 


u. 


STD DEv ,j 


38.64300 


31.65500 


0.00000 


I'. 


ELAST W 


.10131 


.19096 


0.00000 


jO. 


ELAST W2 


.0894ft 


.19551 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST w3 


.1027U 


.21359 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-21 (Florida, 1972). 
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TABLE B-25 



STATE ---6a 
YEAR — 1*7? 
DISTRICT TYPE 



-- 1 



N UMB£* OF DISTRICTS 1Q 8 
VUNBE* OF PUPILS — H02079 
A NU«b£^ OF WEIGHTEU PUPILS - 



MEASURES OF MEAN, 
EQUALITY. AND 
FISCAL' NFUTRALITY 



U N I T 




Y S 


t ------ - 

., 

pISTRlCT 


UNWc. I oH I r.U 


"C AO"!* 


PUP 11* 


D4JUTL 


< 

570.00000 


A A A A A A A 

b28.00000 


A A A A ft A 

U a v U Q II U 


772.00000 


V V A A A A A A ' 

772 • 00000 


A A A A f| A 


225.00000 


n — M A A A A A 

772 .00000 


fi a 21 a ii n 


.48280 


A A A A V A 

0 2.60030 


o - nnnnn 


.C92<*3 


.21983 


a nnnnn 
u • V u u « u 


• 909<*5 


A •> A°^0 

•8^ff7T 


n nnnnn 


6523.00000 


*X K A a a A A A A A 

33029*00000 


n nnnnn 


-•14162 


•29793 


n nnnnn 


•13368 


• 3107O 


n nnnnn 




. XD f f U 


o noono 


.55160 


.501^0 


0.00000 


8. 19100 


9.66100 


OrOODOO 


8*50660 


9.86060 


0.00000 


9. 01*730 


10.10700 


0.P00O0 


98.32700 


111.67000 


0.00000 


n.nocoo 


C.0P000 


0.000"0 


36.53000 


17.51H00 


0.0O0UQ 


5.1*3*00 


6.6f<*00 


0.00000 


.?375«* 


.26999 


0.00000 


. 2*669 


.27500 


0,00000 


.26237 


.26187 


o.ooooo 



1. MEAN EXP 

2. RANGE 

3. RES RANGE 
«». FED R R 

5. REL "N DFV 

6. PERM VAR 

7. VAR 

8. C0EF VAR 

9. STO DEV lGS 
.10. GINI 

11 . SIM CORR 

12. SLOpF W 

13. SLOPE W 2 ' 
l«f. SLOPE W3 

15. EXP riF 

16. HICK CilNT 

17. MEAN W 

18. ST"» W \-' 

19. ELdST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELAST W3 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupils (unweighted): Average Dally Membership (ADM). 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: Equalized assessed valuation. 

4. Districts: All. 



294 



0 

ERIC 



STATE R A 
YEAR — 

district type: 1 



TABLE B-26 

^ClMBtR pF DISTRICTS —188 

N UMtt£* OF PUPILS -- 1077114 

MUMBtR of weighted pupils — 







j 


U M I T 


DF A N A L Y S 


I s 






MEASURES OF MEAN, 












EQUALITY. AMD 


DISTRICT • 


UNWEIGHTED 








FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




' PUPIL 


PUPIL 




1. 


MEAN EXP 


645.00000 


S76.0C000 


O.OOOno , 




2. 


RANGF 


8385.00000 


85B5. 00000 


u.ooouo 




3. 


RES RANGF 


444. 00000 


1015.00000 . 


0.00000 




«». 


FED R R 


.70290 


2.76330 


o.oogoo 




5. 


REL MN DFV 


.17444 


.21123 


0,00000 




6. 


PERM VAR 


.88197 


•83536 


o'.ooooo 




7. 


VAR 


334610.00000 


8&S83.00000 


o.ocoog 




6. 


COEF VAR 


. 68462 


•33620 


0*00000 




9. 


STO PEV lGS 


.32914 


.3*1770 


0.00000 




10. 


GINI 


.13370 


i » / Ail 

. 15660 


n rtnnnn 
u . n u u fi u 




11. 


SIM CORR 


.93220 


.93050 


o.ououu 




12. 


SLOPE W 


20.96900 


20.95000 


o.ooeao 




13. 


SLOPE W2 


6.68460 


7.51690 


u.ooouo 




If, 


SLOPE W3 


0.00000 


0.00000 


u.ooooo 




15. 


EXP DIF 


34tt. 72000 


S77. 96000 


0.00000 




16. 


HICK GINI 


0. ooooo 


0.00000 


o.ooooo 




17. 


MEAN Ul 


27.7980 0 


27.35300 


o.ououu 




18* 


SfD DEV W 


25.71700 


12.40500 


o.noouo 




19. 


ELAST W 


.68982 


.65416 


o.ooono 




20. 


ELAST W2 


.21990 


.23471 


u.ooouo 




21. 


ELAST W3 


0.00000 


o .orooo 


o.noono „ 



Variable descriptions ; 

See Table B-25 (Georgia, 1972). 
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TABLE B-27 



STATt ILL 

YEAR l"7? 
PlSTKIcT TYPE 



— UNIT 



„ NUMBER OF DISTRICTS — 413 
' NuMBEK OF PUPILS — 1252221 

N.iMBfR- OF WEIGHTED .PUPILS —1580303 



MtASU*ES OF IF AM » 
E'l'MLlTY t AMO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



UNIT 



OF 



ANALYSIS 



UNWEIGHTEO 
PJPiL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. 


MtAM^ExP 


930. 7«toon 


10 35.601)00 


2. 


R tt NbE 


939.8*000 c 




3. 


RLg ' 9 A^GE 


326.8Jn00 


252.11000 


*. 


FtO R R 


.39370 


,28'JbO 


5. 


RLL MM OEV 


.06127 


.08526 


6. 




On 


,9*7*0 


7. 


y/A3 


1.1157.000,00 


9P30.bG aO 


8. 


CuEF vAR 


.10b&1 


.09u7* 


9. 


SIO DE\/ LliS 


.io?oo 


.0 9700 


10. 


RJNt 


. Gi>6flO • 


.052S0 


11. 


Si* CORR 


,b7P«*4 


.*>901l 


12. 


5.UOPE W 


6.*iP.6o 
b.79fifin 


8.127P0 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


lQ.'HbOO 


1**. 


SLOPE W3 . 


7.t»3f,0O 


10.39504 


k 5 « 


EXP DIP 


165. *4f, no 


1 33.23000 


fc. 


HICK GINI 


.„P*n6o 


,0 3b«*0 


17. 


MtAf\l nJ 


1^700 


22..18* U( ) 


16. 


SfU n£v w 


1 1 ,l*ooo T 


7.l9rt70 


19. 


ELAR1 w 


.1S70I* 


.17'»b0 


20. 


EL^ST w2 


.1*137 


.2*188 


21. 


ELAST W2 >** 


.l5tr-*7 


.23*12 



HgO. 6*000 
77'+. 0*000 
267.57000 

.35330 
.09570 
.87900 
"849.60000 
.1209* 
.12000 
. 062*0 
.50*63 
8.*2390 
11.21*00 
11.0*700 
130. 73000 
U. 00000 
18.13300 
5.9*530 

.13*61* 
.2*779 

.2**10 



Var 'uble descriptions ; 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): Average Dally Attendance (ADA). 

b. Pupils, (weighted): Title I weighted average daily attendance (TWADA). Title I 
students given additional weighting based on number and concentration of 
Title I students In the district. 

2. Revenues: Local revenues for operations, general state aid. and state categorical 

aid. excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: Equalized assessed valuation. 

4. Districts: Al K-12 Unit districts. 
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TABLE B-28 



•^TATt -- ILL 
YEAR — 1.975 
DlSTKIcT TYPE -- UNIT 



N'.IMBE'* OF DISTRICTS -- 444 
N'JHBEu OF PUPILS — ' 1273036 
NJflBEP OF WEIGHTECL~P4JPJfcj-S 



1579633 





A 

* 


II N I 


T 0 F ANAL 


Y S 1 S 




MEASURES OF W.Atift 










EQUALITY. aNO 


3ISIRICT 


JNWElbHTEO 


WEIGHT"! 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


PJPIL 


I. 


MtAN EXP 


tl&&.fe9000 


1396.20000 . 


11 85.20000 


2. 


RANGE 


io5 1 . Annon 


ln91.300J0 


1061 /# 90000 


3. 


RES RA.NGF 




769.750J0 


379.52000 




FEO R R 


.5.iP9n 


. 77740 


."♦•003 


5. 


RtL "IN OEM 


4 f J656 


.19633 


.11186 


6. 


PLR^ \/AR 


.9io8o 


.91330 


.92060 


7. 


y/AR 


2&7i<*.ooooo 


9ni06. 00000 


20130.00000 


8. 


COEF \/AR 


.15771* 


.215.10 


.I860? 


9. 


STO OEV LGs 


.15300 , 


.21800 


.13100 


10. 


SINI 


*U7520 


- .11980 


.06780 


11. 


SlM CORR 


.50130 


* .24^28 


.10640 


12. 


SLOPE W 


3.73140 


9.11J00 


2.18140 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


1.65210 


1*. 20100 


3.35710 


m. 


SLOPE *f3 


1.75510 


13.53100 


. 3*56660 


15. 


EXP OIF 


29.79300 


, ?19.f.40Q0 


52,*6500 


16. 


ri!C K SInI' 


.01220 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 


Ml AN W 


26.87*00 


25.05300 


20.19000 


18. 


STO DE v 


13.19700 


8.0 7950 


'6.98030 


19. 


ELAST |„j 


.08^5? 


.16352 


.03914 


20. 


ELAST u/2 


.0374? 


.25482 


.0608* 


?!• 


ELAST rf3 


*&397fi 


•23921 


.06436 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B™27 (Ill1no1s-Un1t, 1972). 
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TABLE 9-29 



STflTt -- ILL ■■>. 

OlSTHIcT TYPE -- -£C0NDARY 



OF OlSTRlcfS -• 



142 



NUMBER OF P'JPILS — 257,633 

/ 

NJ«BE« OF WEIGHTEO PUPILS 324,438 



IIIMIT OF ANALYSIS 





PKlASlHfS OF 1£ANt 


- 










iISlRIrT 


UNWEIGHTED 


HtIGH T EQ 




FiSraL NFlITRaliIY 




PUPIL 


PJPlL 


1 . 




i 3*3. cooon 

£J V ^ V *r 1 * 


% 

I397»7lti00 


1109.90000 


2. 
*- • 


, f\ * n o c 


1592.30000 


1592.30000 


1274. 70000 


X 

3 • 


P£<; RAMGE 


9«q. 07nnn 


•92.90000 


715.40Q00 


a 


FtO R R 




.87920 


.68270 


*J » 


Rfc L rVJ DF\/ 




•16848 


•17229 




~ w i w *^ r\ 


•8833n 

v %^ * f 


.69050 


.96760 


7. 

• 


V AR 


1 007*0. 00000 


80998.00000 


52835.00000 


3. 


CO£F \/AR 


.23816 


.20361 


.20710 


9. 


S10 OEV LGS 


.22000 


.20100 
K .11460 


•20400 


10. 


GIMI 


.12570 


.11660 


il. 


Si* CORR 


.75219 


.66067 


- ..S6567 

^-a.ooifo 


12. 


SLOPE W 


6.77170 


8.84230 


13. 


SLOPE w? 


7.4527n 


10.01100 


10.24400 


1*. 


SLOPE ^3, 


7.48C50 


9.99670 


10.22000 


15. 


EXP OIF 


5ib.96oon 


423.75000 


346.40000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


.O9I4O 


.07620 


.0 7810 


17. 




72.58300 


64. 6060O 


51.46200 


I*. 


S l0 0E V W 


35.26300 


21.26300 


16.99600 


19. 


EL AST U- 


.3687? 


.40998 


.41736 


20. 


EL A ST W? 


,»0S8i 


.46417 


.47498 


2 1. 


EL AST y3' 


.4076"! 


.46305 


•47386 



Variable descriptions; 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted) See Table B- 27 ' (Ill1no1s-Un1t, 1972). 
b. Pupils (Weighted)' See Table B-27 (Illinois-Unit, 1972). 

2. Revenues: See Table B-27 (Ill1no1s-Un1t, 1972). 

3. Wealth: See Table B-27 (Ill1no1s-Un1t, 1972). 

4. Districts: All Secondary districts. 
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TABLE B-30 



STfTt Til 
YEA* -- *975 

OlST*icT type -- SECONDARY 



*ttAStl-».£S OF ME/SN* 

t'^UALiTY. aMO 

Fl SCAL NEUTRALITY 



Number of districts — 1 29 

MUMbE'V OF PUf'ILS 261371 

N,,M8F» OF'j^ S GHTED PUPILS 329718 

UNIT n F ANALYSIS 



w -)l STRICT 



UNWEibHTED 



WEIGHTED 



PJPlL 


P ID T 1 


1 736» 4uooo 


i * 7c sn nnn 

J. Of OlSUUUU 


Iftl5,l(j000 




1 1 37,90000 


« r T U 0 U 


,8s**4o 


□ i Aon 


• l'Tj.OO 


.14564 


,9u3C0 


.89710 


1024&0.0<j0C0 


&P252.O0000 


.18435 


.13960 


.1/800 


.18400 


.I0l?0 


.10470 




.49503 


6.53050 


6.87350 


7,28650 


7.86670 


7.93640 


8.59960 


\ ^&5.51 00 0 


40<t«5500ft 


,050t>0 


.05350 


7o.«<o2oo 


55.8QB00 


23.42300 


ie. 75900 


.26478 


.27868 


.29550 


•51694 


.32178 


.34055 



1. mlan exp 

2. R A NGE 

3. RtS RAMGE 
i*. Ft I) R R 

' 5. RLL MM OEV 

6. pLRM \/wR 

7. VAK 

8. COEF Vt^R 

9. S*0 OtlV LGS 

10. GINI 

11. SIM CORR 

12. SLOPE 

13. SLOPE ,,2 
m. SLOPE »J3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HICK GINI 

17. MEAN 

18. STO OtV * 

19. ELAST W 

20. 'ELAST A2 

21. EL^ST w3 



lfa**.20onn 
I6i5.looon 
ic76.6oonn 
.Bti7n 

.15105 
.89620 
102340. 00000 
.19456 
.18300 
,1047n 
.53719 
4.69810 
<*.9058n 
4.9455a 
330.97000 
.05030 
74.07500 
35.08500 
.22067 
• 221 0 2 
.222«t 



Variable descriptions : 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-27 (Illinois-Unit, .1972). 
b. Pupils (weighted): See Table B-27 (IlVinois-Unit, 1972). 

2. Revenues: See Table B-27 (Ill1no1s-Un1t, 1972). 

3. Wealth: See Table B-27 (Ill1rio1s-Un1t, 1972). 

4. Districts: All Secondary Districts. 
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TABLE B-31 



STaTl -- ILL 
YEAR — 1972 

0ISTK1 C T type — ELEMENTARY 



MLASURES OF MEAN* 
EQUALITY* flNO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



NUMBER OF DISTRICTS — 489 

NUMBfr OF PUPILS — 559463 

NJMBER OP WEIGHTED PUPILS -- 570940 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS 

DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED 1 

PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. Mt AN ExP 

2. RANGE 

3. RES RANGE 
if. FED R R 

5. REL MN OEV 

6. PERM VAR 

7. mM 

8. COEF VAR 

9. SlD OEV LGS 

10. GlNl 

11. S11 CORR 

12. SLOPE W 
13* SLOPE w2 
1*. S«-°PE w3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HICK GINI 

17. Mfc A N W 
16. STO 0E v u 

19. EL AST W 

20. EL AST U2 

21. ELAST w3 



904.24000 
1977.70000 

593.47fi0n 
.62600 
.15646 

.9?iln 

44097.00000 
.23223 
.19700 
.10«3o 
.71486 
•♦.22340 
6.07610 
5.76fi9n 
405.61000 
.07820 
36.0870n 
35.28700 
.16055 
.24249 
.23023 



q30. 28000 
1q77. 70000 
574.30000 
.78210 
.14106 
.92660 
34552.00000 
.19981 
.17900 
.10090 
.70372 
7.31950 
8.81050 
8.90090 
317.92000 
.0 7530 
29.50200 
17.85000 
.23212 
.27941 
.28227 



911.72000 
1843.50000 
612.14000 
.88060 
.15127 
.91300 
36913.00000 
.21073 
.19300 
.10610 
.70626 
7.73390 
9.37860 
9.64910 
339.16000 
•06070 
28.90600 
17.54600 
.24522 
.29737 
.30595 



Variable descriptions ; 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-27 (Ill1no1s-Un1t. 1972). 
b. Pupils (weighted): See Table B-27 (Ill1no1s-Un1t. 1972). 

2. Revenues: See Table B-27 (Ill1no1s-Un1t. 1972). 

3. Wealth: See Table B-27 (Illinois-Unit. 1972). 

4. Districts: All Elementary districts. 



ERIC 



TABLE B-32 



STftTt -- ILL 
YEAR -- 1^75 
DISTRICT TYPE 



ELEMENTARY 



NUMBEq OF districts -- 448 

NUMBER OF PUPILS -- 506529 

NJMBER OF JEINHTED PUPILS -"519179 



UNIT n F ANALYSIS 



MtASJRpS OF MEAN* 
EQUALITY, and 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



QlSIRIcT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PJPil 



WtlGHTEQ 
PJPIL 



1. MLAN EXP 

2. RANGE 

3. Rts RANGE 
«f. FLO R R 

5. RLL m DEV 

6. PLRM VAR 

7. VAR 

B. CCEF \/AR 

9. STO DEV LGS 

10. GINI 

11. SIM CORR 

12. SLOPE u 

13. SLOPE W2 
SLOPE W3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. H1C K SlMl 

17. ML AN A 

18. SIU OLV W 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST *2 

21. ELAST W3 



1178.90000 
279e.0C00O 
877.83000 
1. 0«t38o 
.1871 5 

.85270 
965S*. 00000 
,2c'36n 
.23300 
.13280 
.67070 
f.B3Pbo 
5.8i|36o 
4. 69220 
395.11000 
.07100 
■♦3.10*00 
43.07^00 
.17691 
.21366 
.17156 



1 ?<*6.*QOO0 

^as.oooou 

nOl. 53000 
.91*50 
7 1*568 
,85770 
65395.00000 
.20517 
.19900 
.1090C 
.51820 
b. 96190 
6,*b05l! 
6.19970 
275.16000 
.05100 
36. 1860C 
22.22700 

.1730^' 
.18727 

,l799 e > 



1216.10000 
2781.00000 
P19. 95000 
.96770 
• 1-5655 
.66660 
68*71. 00000 
.21*86 
.20 700 
.11500 
.5*572 
6,*7*S0 
7.25500 
7.25570 
3l9.&0d00 
.05930 

35.3o*oO 
22.02*00 
.18793 
.21062 
.2106* 



Variable descriptions: 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-27 (Illinois-Unit, 1972). 
b. Pupils (weighted): See Table B-27 (Illinois-Unit, 1972). 

2. Revenues: See Table B-27 (Illinois-Unit, 1972). 

3. Wealth: See Table B-27 (Illinois-Unit, 1972). 

4. Districts: All Elementary districts. 
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TABLE B-33 



STATE — KANS 
YEAR — 197? 



NUMBER Of- DISTRICTS -- 309 
M UMdE* OF PUPILS — 469458 



OISTRICT Type -- 1 




mUhber of weighted 


PUPILS -- 






U ^ 


! I T 3F ANAL 


Y S I S 




MFASl'ntS OF ntAf ; « 




UNWEIGHTEO 


WE1GHTI 




rnn.i TTv » hir\ 


DISTRICT 




t7T<*r*Al kiTl itd Al TtY 




PUPIL 


PUPIL 


m 

*• 


nr. AN J* r 


1011 .00000 


•(89.00000 


0. 00000 


, 2» 




tie? . 00000 


3397.0COOO 


0.00000 


3. 


RES nO^wF 


00000 


650.00000 


0.00000 


ii 

H • 


cm P R 


1 .3«f970 


1.06790 


U. 00000 




r» c* i MM nrw 
RtL r ^ UtV 




.17683 


0.00000 


ft a- 


PE*5B _VA_n 


• 6l<*82 


.82746 


O.000UQ 


7 • 


It AA 

v **R 


1037<t0.00000 


53950.0000O 


OrOOOOO 


ft t 


r* ftPC WAD 


.31665 


.26113 


0.00000 


ci 

v. 


diD nt» L«w 


•29598 


.29135 


0.00000 


l n 


R T M T 


, 16030 


.13240 


o.ooouo 


11. 


SIW rORR 


•5695o 


•37o8o 


o.ooouo 


12. 


SLOPE W 


9.74500 


9.78600 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


11.12700 


11.21500 


0.00000 


1*. 


SLOPE W3 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


15. 


E*P OIF 


419. 53000 


420.06000 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK GIN7 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 


f*EAN W 


35,21700 


26.4<«300 


0.00000 


IP. 


STO pev u 


IS. 82200 


10.63*00 


0.00000 


19. 


EL AST V 


. 33946 


.29108 


o.noono 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.38760 


.3? 359 


0.00000 


21. 


ELART W3 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupils: Average Daily Membership (ADM). 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed Valuation. 

4. Districts: All. 4 



U2 



o 

ERIC 



ST^TE WANS 
YEAR — 1974 

district type -- 1 



TABLE B-34 

nUMBE* Oh riSlRIfTS —308 

NUMBE* OF PUPILS — 447033 

M UMBE9 of weighted pupils — 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



MEASURES OF MEAn « 

eouality. AND 

FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6« 

7; 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 

m, 

15. 
16. 
17. 
16. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



MEAN EXP 
RANGE 
RES RANGE 
FED P R 
REL MN OEV 
PERM_VAB__ 
VAR 

COEF VAR 
STD PEV |_GS 
GINI 

SIM CORR 
SLOPF W 
SLOPE W2 
SLOPE W3 
EXP DIF 
HICK GINI 
MEAN W 
STD DEV W 
ELA S T W 
ELAST W2 
ELAST W3 



1946.00000 
4553. 00000 
2199.00000 
1.95750 

.28616 
.78572 
532040.00000 
.37482 
.35318 
.20050 
.84490 
20.93100 
25.15900 
0.00000 
11*84.00000 
0.00000 
52.03400 
29.44400 
, 55967 
.67273 
0.00000 



ltt8<t 
f 553 
1320 
1 



22H10 



21 
25 
0 

me 5 

0 
36 
17 



.00000 
.00000 
.00000 
.30840 
.21761 
.88501 
.00000 
.31708 
.28951 
.15580 
.84630 
.02100 
.32400 
.00000 
.40000 
.00000 
,57900 
.49400 
.5J814 
.62421 
.00000 



U.OOOUO 
0.00000 

o.ooono 

O.OOOOO 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0. 00 0 00 
0.00000 
0.00000 

O.OOOno 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-33 (Kansas, 1972). 
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TABLE B-35 



STaTc. <TY 
YEA* l9?2 
OlSTHlcT TYPt — 1 



'NVlBea OF DISTRICTS — 189 
NUMBEe OF PUPILS -- 656.247 
NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



U Nlr OF ANALYSIS 











-Oi 1 . 1 1 TW . >Mn 

£ sU AL A I T • A ™ □ 


• j * »- 1 n 1 1^ 1 




Pli>C al neutr A LI I T 




1 • 


mM k. A K 1 ^ w p> 

^t-A»^ C.XP 




2. 


RAf\jGE 




3. 






11 




Slips') 




RLL l^M DE* 


1 1 ft n 1 \ 




Pt-RI VAP 








3^91,8(^0^ 


e. 


CO£F VAR 


.1497? 


9. 


sro dev ls^ 


• l380n 


10. 


Glil 


. 0771ft 


11. 




.60660 


12. 


SLOPE W 


5.75100 


13. 


SlOPE W2 


3.49500 


u. 


SCOPE W3 


3.15700 


15. 


E*P 01? 


91.08800 


16. 


HlC K SImI 


.04 57 A 


17. 


"LAN w 


36.30000 


is. 


S10 OEV W 


1H.90200 


19. 


EL AST W 


•22123 


20. 


ELAsT W2 


.20613 


21. 


EL A ST W3 


.18619 




Variable descriptions: 





UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEISHTE0 
PUPIL 



659.920C0 
559.83000 
407.320C0 
.78834 
.16509 
.92096 
16354.00000 
.19378 

.18598 
.10674 
.70*90 
6.36300 
6.669oo 
8.9H00 
936.40000 
.08229 

39.26200 
14.236 f ,o 
.37986 
.39677 
.53016 



0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

_P_t00Q00 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000. 



T. Pupil (unweighted): Average Dally Attendance (ADA). 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: State equalized assessed valuation. (Equalized to 100% of market value.) 

4. Districts: All 
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TABLE B-36 



STATe. «TY 

YEAR — 197S 
QlSTWlcT TYPE — 1 



N.IMBEr OF DISTRICTS 182 
NUMBfr OF PUPILS -- 622483 
Number of weighted pupils -- 





MtASUrtES OF MEAN* 
EQUALITY* ftNO 
ciSpaL NP'JTRaLITV 


DISTRICT 




ML AN EtfP 


865. 59000 






B3B.»f2000 




Rti<s RAmGE 


3n7.B500fl 

w y V ■— if VII 


a 

^ • 


Ft-0 R R 


.H1961 


3 • 


rll *tN nrv 

r\ w w mi * 


.10780 






.90426 


7. 

- * • 


yAR 


1 7693.00000 


8. 


COEF VftR 


.15367 


9. 


STO 0£V LGS 


.13800 


10. 


GINI 


.07619 


11. 


SIM CORR 


.57330 


12. 


SLOPE \4 


4.08500 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


3.75400 


U. 


SLOPE W3 


3.05900 


15. 


EXP OIF 


11*. 18000 


16. 


HlC* GInI 


.Of 520 


17. 


MEAN W 


"t8.36»f00 


Id. 


STO OEv W 


18.66500 


19. 


ELAST W 


•22825 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.20975 


21. 


ELA ST W 3 


.1709? 



UNIT n F ANALYSIS 

■ — — — -Vr-- 

UNWEIGHTED ; \ WEIGHTED 



PUPIL 


PUPIL 


950.47000 


0.00000 


R38.^2000 


0.00000 


^51.03000 


0.00000 


,83»fo7 


0.00000 


.19358 


o .ooooo 


.92333 


0.00000 


5i n82. 00000 


0.00000 


.23779 


0.00000 


.21852 


0.00000 


.12H3 


0.00000 


.78380 


0.00000 


8.26000 


0. ooooo 


8.28700 


0.00000 


10.17500 


0.00000 


Ul6. 70000 


0.00000 


.10573 


0.00000 


55.32300 


o.ooooo 


21. «♦ 46 00 


0.00000 


.48078 


0.00000 


.48235 


0.00000 


.592S-5 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-35 (Kentucky, 1972). 



TABLE B-37 



STATt — LOU 
YEAR — 1972 
»' OlSTKlcT TYPt — 1 



NUMBER OF DISTRICTS —66 
N.VMdEn OF PUPILS — 840359 
NilrtdEQ OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 







UNIT 


0 r a ANAL 


Told 




Pit ASUK£S OF HEaN» 










E«J/\LIlTt ftMO 




UNUPlGHTcn 

UlvHf. A wfl 1 C»U 






ail!... iioi ira > i * t v 

FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




' oiipti 


p jpti 


m 

1 9 




aA > AAAAA 

703*00000 


«■ nc nnflnn 
7 u 5 • uuvuu 


A AAAAA 
V # V V w u v 


2# 




AAAAA 

*+03«0Q000 


ii. n 'i a Afl a n 


II • II U UQ II 






O Li. IL AAAAA 

cvt^QOOOO 




A AAAAA 




FtU R R 




,29366 






RLL HIM OCV 


•07963 


A f J«4 


V # V V V u V 




PtKfl V*R 


O A All A 




A AAAAA 
II * II || II U II 


7 1 


..AO 
Li 01 ft 


CI K £L A a A A A 

3l3O # 00000 


leift Annnn 
06 9 3| DUUQU 


A AAAAA 
U • U II II II U 




CULr war 


4 a A A A 

•10206 


• 3P« r 


A AAAAA 
II • UUUUII 


9« 


5 » U UtV LOS 


• U 779U 




0*00000 


10. 


G1NI 


•09971 


.0*«%1 


0.00000 


11. 


sin CORR 


.17*07 


.36613 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE W 


3.17260 


6.32670 


0*00000 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


13.36200 


11.26700 


0*00000 


1*. 


SLOPE U3 


12.63*00 


11.08600 


0.00000 


19. 


Exp oif 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK SINI 


0.00000 


0.00000 
7.23900 


0.00000 


17. 


ntAM * 


6.31600 


0.00000 


18. 


SIO 0£V u 


3.97000 


3.2*7oo 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST M 


•02691 


•06*93 — 


0.00000 


20. 


EL*ST «2 


.13606 


.11963 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAst U3 


.1139* 


.11377 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions ; 

1. Pupils (unweighted); Average Dally Membership (ADM). 

2. Revenues: Local and State Revenues: Local revenues Include property taxes in 

the following categories: constitutional tax; special maintenance and opera- 
tions tax; special leeway tax — at both the parish and district/ward level. 
Revenues also Include: rents, leases, sales taxes, tuition, special appropri- 
ations, Interest, grants, sale of junk, and miscellaneous. State revenues 
are from the school equalization fund, sixteenth section lands (Interest), 
codofll (French language), revenue sharing, severance tax, contribution to 
teacher retirement, the state portion of vocational education, crippled and 
exceptional children's fund, and adult education. 

3. Wealth: Assessed Value. (Note Equalized Assessed Value 1s not used 1n aid 

distribution until 1976-77.) 0 

3>jq 

4. Districts: All 



TABLE B-38 



STATt — LOU 
YEAR -~ 1975 
UlSTKlcT TYPE — 1 



N*,MBEr OF OISTRICIS — 66 
NUMBER OF PUPILS --830550 
NUMBER OF WEISHTEU PUPILS 



UNIT 



n 



ANALYSIS 



MtASUftES OF MEAN* 
EQUALITY. ftNo 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



QlSTRIcT 



unueaghteo 

PUPIL 



ttfclSHTEO 
PUPTL 



1* 
2. 
3. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

6. 

»• 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
16. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



MtAN tXP 

RANGE 
Rts RANGE 
FLU R R 
RfcL UN OEV 

PLRM V*R 
yAR 

CUEF VAR 
ST0 DEV LGS 
G1NI 

sin Corr 

SLOPE W 
SLOPE W2 
SLOPE W3 
EXP OIF 
HlCK GINI 
fltAN «| 
S10 OEV W 

EL^ST 
ELA^t *2 

ELAST W3 



1059.00000 
585.00000 
399.00000 
.44165 
.05692 
.92144 
15195.00000 
.11660 
.11038 
.06111 
.28082 
6.95350 
£8.37100 
25.83300 
0.00000 
0.00000 
6.39400 
5.01600 
.04279 
.17459 
.14667 



1 049.00000 
585.00000 
283.00000 
.31165 

.07963 
.90618 
101*5.00000 
.09594 
.09492 
.05342 
.36969 
8,63250 
16.49600 
17.01900 
0.00000 
0.00000 
7.19500 
3,80100 
.05921 
,11314 
.11673 



0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooooo 

0*00000 

o.ooooo 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooooc 

0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions; 

1. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-37( Louisiana 1972). 

2. Revenues: Same as Louisiana 1972 but local revenues also Include food service 

collections and state revenues Include all vocational education revenues. 

3. Wealth: See Table B- 37 (Louisiana, 1972). 

4. Districts: See Table B-37 (Louisiana, 1972). 



3>J7 



STATE "AlNE 

YEAR — 19?? 
TISTRICT TypE — 1 



TABLE B-39 

mUmbe* of districts —265 
NUMBER OF PUPILS — 246676 

n umbe* of weighted pupils — 







U M I 


r OF ANALYS 


I S 




MEASURES OF MEAN ♦ 






WEIGHTI 




EQUALITY, AMD 


DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTED 




fiscal neutrality 




PUPIL 


BUPIL 


1. 


mcan EXP 


938.P0000 


924.00000 


0.00000 


2. 


RANGE 


9919.00000 


3919.00000 


0.00000 




RES RANGE 


1180.00000 


548.00000 


o.ooono 




FED R R 


2.32650 


,97030 


0.00000 


5. 


REL MN DEV 


.30892 


.15661 


0.00000 


6* 


PERM VAR 


.80590 


.85029 


0.00000 


7. 


V AR 


163490.00000 


35088.00000 


0.00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


. 72546 


.22720 


o.uoooo 


9. 


sin DEV LGS 


.38544 


.22692 


0.00000 


10. 


GINI 


.22510 


.11350 


0.00000 


U. 


SIM CORR 


.57670 


.57680 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE W 


3.13000 


3.13300 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE U2 


2.11180 


2.13550 


O.OOOUQ 


14. 


SLOPF W3 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP DIF 


530.81000 


519.11000 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 


MEAN U 


60.69500 


30.26300 


0, ooooo 


18. 


STD TEV u 


125.44000 


21.64100 


0 .ooooo 


19. 


ELAST W 


.20320 


.11514 


0.00000 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.13710 


.07848 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST W3 


0,00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions ; 

1. Pupils: Average Dally Membership (ADM) 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth; Equalized Assessed Valuation. 

4. Districts: All. 
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TABLE B-40 



STATE — *ATNr 
Y£AR — 197^ 
n.ISTRIcT TYPE 1 



MEASURES OF MEAN ♦ 
ESIiALlTY. AWD 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



»'UMBE* OF OISIRICTS -- 275 

NllMdE* OF PUPILS 246621 

r .UMB£* OF VEIGHTtD PUPILS - 

U M I T D F ANALYSIS 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

a* 

9. 

10, 

11. 
12. 
13, 
It. 
15. 

16. 
17. 
16. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



MEAN EXP 
RANGE 
•RES RANGE 
FEP P R 
REL MN DFV 
PERM VAR 
VAR 

COEF VAR 
STD PEV LGS 
GINI 

SI" COPR 
SLOPE W 
SLOPE W2 

SLOPE W3 
EXP OIF 

HICK GINI 
MEAN W 
STO HEV W 
ELAST W 
ELAST W2 
ELAST W3 



1113.00000 
3379.00000 

1014. ooooo 

1.1*0190 
.21164 
.85IO6 
134930.00000 

.330m 

.29195 
.15360 
.31500 
.65400 
?. 39330 
0.00000 
6«*9. 50000 
0.00000 
77. 41500 
135.44000 
.05940 
.16647 

n. ooooo 



• #% t * ft f> f\ n iy 

1036,00000 


o . noouo 


3379.00000 


o . noono 




o.ooouo 


.65510 


o. noono 


.13606 


0.00000 


.87994 


0, ooooo 


3^023.00000 


o.ooouo 


.1P319 


0.00000 


.20336 


o.ooono 


.09820 


0.00000 


.31600 


o.ooouo 


.86300 


0.00000 


2.40070 


o.ooono 


0.00000 


u.ooouo 


S?9. 71000 


o.ooouo 


0.00000 


O.OOOno 


t»2. 51900 


O.POOno 


31 .42500 


u.puuuo 


.03542 


o.ooouo 


,0?*53 


o.ooono 


r. ooooo 


o.ooono 



Variable descriptions: 

See Table B-39 (Maine, 1972). 
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Sf ATE — NRt.MO 
YEAR — 197ft 
DISTRICT TYpf *- 1 



MEASURES OF MEAr, 
EQUALITY. AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



TABLE B-41 „ 

nU$BE* QF DISTRICTS — 24 

W UMBS* OF PUPILS — 829094 
*UMB£* OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 

!> 1 *> 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WFIGHT60 
PUPIL 



1. MEAN EXP 

2. RANGE 

3. RES RANGE 
1. FED R R 

5. REL MN OFV 

6. PERM VAR 

7. VAR 

8. COEF VAR 

9. STD ncv lGS 

10. GINI 

11. SIM CORR 

12. SLOPE W 

13. SLOPE W2 
11. SLOPF W3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HICK GINI 

17. MEAN W 
IB. STD PEV y 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELAST W3 



1176.00000 
938.00000 
584.00000 
•50010 
.41831 
.82517 
16557.00000 
.11619 
.11059 
.07970 
•68130 
8.56700 
13.58200 
15.12100 
521.50000 
0.00000 
17.51800 
17.23500 
.27398 
.13753 
.•♦8711 



1&17.00000 
938.00000 
925.00000 
.61150 
.12970 
.95859 
61999.00000 
.15390 
. 1*975 
.08100 
.70710 
9.52100 
14.06600 
16.02900 
515.68000 
0.00000 
19.81900 
15.67000 
.29361 
.13363 
.19111 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooooo 

0.00000 

o.ooooo 

0.00000 

o.ooooo 

0.00000 

o.ooooo 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.oOono 

0.00000 

o.ooono 



Variable descriptions; 

1. Pupils: Average Dally Membership (ADM), 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues excluding debt service and capital 

3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed Valuation. 

4. Districts: All. 
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TABLE B-42 



state — mass 

YEAR'*-- 197S 

district type -- 1 



NUMBER OF DISTRICTS — 351- 
MUMBE* OF PUPILS 1144459 
MUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS - 



MEASURES OF MEAN* 
E0H A LITY. A ND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. MEAN EXP 

2. RANGE 

3. RES RANGE 
H a FED R R 

5. REL MN OFV 

6. PERM VAR 

7. VAR 

8. COEF VAR 

9. STD DEV I.GS 

10. &INI 

11. SIM CORR 

12. SLOPF W 

13. SLOPE W2 

14. SLOPE W3 

15. EXP DIF 

16. HICK GINI 

17. MEAN W 

18. STD DEV w 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELAST W3 , 



1646.00000 
4559.00000 
930.00001 

.73070 
.13162 
.89003 
120760.00000 
.21111 
.17646 
.O966O 
.63780 
1.52200 
2.06000 
0.00000 
600.91*000 
0.00000 
81.66400 
145.65000 
.07553 
.10223 
0.00000 



1697.00000 
•♦559.00000 
11*21.00000 
1.09770 
.15829 
.91002 
141*130-00000 
.22374 
.20094 
.11200 
.62260 
1.52100 
2.06500 
0.00000 
590.85000 
0.00000 
55.13900 
33.75800 
.04942 
.06710 
0.00000 



0.00000 
0*00000 

y .ooooo 

0.00000 

-o.ooooo 

0,00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooono 

0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooouo 

0.00000 

o.ooouo 

0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupils: Average Dally Membership (ADM). 

2. Revenues: Expenditures from local and state revenues, with minor exceptions, 

excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed Valuation. 

4. Districts: All. f '* 



311 



OISTHICT TYoE 1 



'ItASJ^eS OF 'lEAN* 
CQ'JALITT. AMD 
TISCAL NEUTRALITY 



TABLE 8-43 

N'lrtHrR Of olfeTRlclS— 524 

MUHBE* OF PUPILS — 2,179,299 

AIU^BER OF JLIGHTEU PUPILS — 



II M I T OF ANALYSIS 



UNWEIGHTED 
PJPII. 



WEIGHTEO 
PJPIL 



t. 

2. 

3. 

«♦. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
' 9. 
10. 
11, 
12. 
11. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
10. 
19. 
?0. 
?1. 



MEAN E*P 

R fl MGE 
«ES RANGE 
FED P. R 
RLL DEV 
PtRH WAR 
V AR 

COEF \/AR 
STO OEv LSS 
. GlNI 
Slli CORR 
SLOPE id. 
SLOPE. AZ 
SLOPE W3 

Exp oi p 

HICK GINI 
MEAN 4 
STO 0E\/ W 

ELAST U 

EL«ST 

ELftST 



S35.25"00 
8i»7. 72000 
35<*.36oon 
,5o«*on 

.10154 
.93057 
141S7. 00000 
,14?5n 
.13045 
.0723* 

.600*0 

3.95270 
4.13fl7r< 
4.11770 
11*7.32000 
.04274 
34.85000 

ii.osoon 

.1649? 
.1736A 
.171 fll 



fl32. 42000 
a47. 72000 
((22.06000 
.58704 

.10834 
.92506 

17131.000^0' 
.14841 
.13901 
.07800 
.71340 
6.16590 
6.25*90 
6.. 36690 
i 49.51000 
.054*5 
57.79400 
15.15200 
•2G409 
.26790 
.27269 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooooo 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions: 

1. Pupils (unweighted): State aid membership defined as the number of pupils 

legally enrolled at the close of school on the fourth Friday following 
Labor Day. 

2. Revenues: State and local revenues excluding revenues for^debt service and 

capital. 

3. Wealth: State equalized assessed value. 

4. Districts: All 
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ST/\Tt — »1ICrt 

YEAR — 1972 
DISTRICT TYPE 1 



TABLE B-44 



NJMBro OF DISTRICTS — 523 
NUMBEn OF P'JPILS -* 2157133 
NUMBER OF WEIGHTEO PUPILS - 







II N I 


T n F A N A L Y 


S I S 




MEASURES OF MEAN* 






WElBHTl 




EQUALITY* AND 


rUSIRIcT 


UNWEIGHTED 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


pupil 


I. 


MEAN EXP 


9l&.0000n 


0 '47. 64000 


0.00000 


2. 


RANGE 


i22S.5 0 oon 


1028. 50000 


0.00000 


3. 


RES RAMGE 


396.89000 


439. 12000 


0.00000 


4. 


FE3 * H 


• 50'ton 


.55479 


0.00000 


5. 


REL MN OEV 


.10214 


.11058 


0.00000 


6. 


p£RM WAR 


,9349V 


.91482 


0,00000 


7. 


VAR 


17984.00000 


21 3^8.00000 


0.00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


, U64n 


.15436 


0.00000 


9. 


STO OEV LSS 


.13I59 


.14353 


0.00000 


10. 


SI MI 


.07221 


.08138 


0.00000 


11. 


si* CORR 


,5991ft 


.62802 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE J 


3.8680(1 


5.57900 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE 42 


3.7961o 


5.57100 


0.00000 


u. 


SLOPE W3 


3.B4380 


5i65680 


0.00000 


15. 


ExP OIF 


!i&o.82oon 


181.13000 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


! .0M275 


.05038 


0.00000 


17. 


MEAN 4 


39.45600 


40.79300 


0.00000 


18. 


STO OEV W 


20.77300 


16.466oo 


0.00000 


19. 


El^ST u 


.16239 


.24016 


0.00000 


20. 


ELAST W 2 


.15937 


.25901 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST tf3 


.16137 


.24351 


0.00000 



Variables descriptions ; 

See Table B-43 (Michigan 1971). 
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TABLE B-45 



ST ftTt — 
YEAR — 197< 
niSTKlcT TYPE — 1 



N-iMBEc OF DISTRICTS — 523 
NUMBER OF PUPILS —2,121,990 
N |MBE« OF WEIGHTEO PUPILS - 



ll M I T 



r. F 



ANALYSIS 





IFASU-tES OF NEA*!t 








e^iJality. a"JQ 


3l STRI C T 


UNWEIGHTED 




FISCAL NE«JTRALiTY 




PUPIL 


1. 


HtAM Exp 


10?2. 7000ft 


ln79. 30000 


2. 


R A ^GE 


1130.80000 


li3o.f>0000 


3. 


RES ramge 


459.4000n 


M37.99000 


4. 


ffo r r 


.5497* 


,55472 


b. 


REL *N OEV 


.0979* 


.0 9522 


6. 


PERI VAR . 




.*0478 


7. 


V AR 


20&79. 00000 


2ln74. 00000 


8. 


COEF y/aR 


.14^61 


.13734 


9. 


SU OEy/ LGS 


.13031 


.13016 


10. 


GINI 


.07170 


.07138 


U. 


S l 1 CORR 


.5A25« 


.63670 


12. 


SLOPE W 


3.50470 


5.20923 


13. 


SL3PE W2 


3.4652 n 


5.49890 


l«f. 


SLOPE W3 


3.°4790 


5.27480 


15. 


E*? OIF 


142.55000 


i39.6lU00 


16. 


HIC K GTNl 


.03614 


.04415 


17; 


MEAN W 


•♦2.22900 


44.15000 
18.11*00 


18. 


STO OEu W 


23.9o200 


19. 


FLAST U 


.14471 


.21309 


20. 


EL^ST J2 


.1430* 


.22494 


21. 


ELAst w3 


.1258* 


.21577 



WEIGHTED 
PJPIL 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions ; 

See Table B-43 (Michigan 1971) 



TABLE B-46 



STaTC 1ICH M'lrtSEe OF DISTRICTS 523 

YEAR -- 1974 MUMBro OF PUPILS -"2,100,243 

QISIKICT TYPE — I ~ M11MBFW OF WCIGHrEO PUPILS — 

IIMIT hF ANALYSIS 

MEASURES OF MEA P '» 

EQUALITY* AMD DlS1HI C T UNWEIGHTED WETTED 

FISCAL MEJTRALITY PJPlL PJ 3 lL 

1. "ilan Exp 1131.90000 H39.10000 0.00000 

2. R^NGE 115B.5000O 1i58, 50000 0,00000 

3. REs RAMGE 473.18nnn 536.95000 0.00000 
i». FEO R R . 5039S .55467 0.00000 

5. REL m DEV .09740 .09339 0.00000 

6. PER* y/AR .92079 .92287 0.00000 

7. 22787. COOOO 2uft57. 01)300 0.00000 
fl. COEF \/AR .13337 .13206 0.00000 
9. ST9 DEv LSS . 1351^ .12392 , 0.00000 

10 . GIMI .0697ft .06965 0.00000 

U. Sl^l CORR .51*87 .61423 0.00000 

12 SLOPE Ui 2.7l?5n 4.68510 0.09000 

13* SLOPE U2 3.2972n 5.255Q0 0.00000 

14, SLOPE W 3 2.98490 4.82350 0.00000 

l>. EXP blF 170. 41000 197.32000 0.00000 

\t>, HIC K STMT .U3?.?fl ,0'»036 0.00000 

17 *l£AM A 47.91600 48.55600 0.00000 

I©! STD DEV W 29.86500 20. 58600 0.00000 

19. ELAST g .1H6^ .19131 0.00000 

90. EL ft ST 42 .1392P .21458 0.00000 

9\. ELAsT ^3 .12609 .19696 O.OQOOO 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-43 (Michigan, 1971) 
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TABLE B-47 



STaTl — *INN 

YEAR — 1971 
UlSTKlcT TYPE — 1 



N'HBER ......OF OlSTRIC rS --435 

NUMBER OF PUPILS — 904,658 
NUMBER OF rftlGHTEU PUPILS 







U N I 


f OF ANAL 


T S 1 S 




n&asu*es °f 1£AN». 






tfCUHfl 




E«U A LITT» A N0 


QlSTRIcT 


UNWEIGHTED 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


PUPIL 


1. 


fit AN fcXP 


9<»6.59000 


9 '2 .66000 


0.00000 


2. 


R A N6E 


1430,00000 


.1450,00000 


0.00000 


3. 


Rts RAN6E 


444,00000 


mil. ooooo 


0.00000 


4, 


FfcO R R 


,57963 


.50440 


0.00000 


5* 


RtL NN DEV 


•11240 


•10552 


0.00000 


6. 


PtRH V*R 


,90666 


.91754 


0.00000 


7. 


y-AR 


24115,00000 


22009,00000 


0.00000 


6, 


CUEF V/AR 


,16371 


.15252 


0.06000 


9* 


sro OEV LSS 


•15100 


.14737 


0.00000 


10. 


61NI 


,05169 


.07611 


0.00000 


11. 


sin Corr 


.25970 


.41270 
12.95300 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE M 


6,62600 


0 .06000 


13. 


SCOPE * 2 


5.80300 


11.96400 


0.00000 


14, 


SLOPE W3 


1.70000 


10,66200 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP OIF 


11.22500 


V 00. 350 00 


o.coooo 


16. 


HICK SIN I 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 




10.30900 


10.96400 


0.00000 


is. 


sro oev H 


6.00500 


4.72730 


0.00000 


1». 


elast w 


.07203 


.14627 


0.00000 


2 0. 


ELAST W2 


•06307 


•13533 


0.00000 


21. 


ELA ST M3 


.01646 . 


.12269 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions: 

1. Pupils: Average Dally Membership (ADM). 

2. Revenues: Total state and local revenues excluding debt service and capital . 

3. Wealth: Total assessed valuation. (Equalized to 27.492 of market value.) 



4. Districts: All districts except two with extraordinarily low property value 
per pupil. 
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TABLE B-48 



sTftTt — minn 

YEAR — 1^75 
UlSTHlcT TYPE -• 1 



N.'.MBfR OF OiSTRlC'S — 435 
N.'.MdER OF PUPILS — 873,057 
NUf1ti£R OF JtlGHTEU PUPILS 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



ntASUrtfcS OF IILANt 
£«UaLITY. A N0 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



fllSTRIcT 



UNWElGHTeo 
PUPIL 



WEI6HTE0 
PUPIL 



1. ULAN EXP 

2. RANGE 

3. Rts RANGE 

4. FtU R R 

5. R&L m OEV 

6. PfcRH VAR 

7. V*R 

6* COEF WAR 

9. S1U OEV LGS 

10. GlNl 

11. Sl« CORR 

12. SLOPE hi 
13* SLOPE U2 

14. SLOPE MS 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HICK GINI 

17. MEAN W 
is. sro OEV W 

19. ELAST hJ 

2 0. ELAST W2 

21. FL*ST *3 



1319.30000 
1085,00000 
506,00000 
.45666 
.09554 
.91103 
34052.00000. 
•13968 
•12500 
.06852 
•11030 
2.05600 
4.5H600 
3.49500 
67.22500 
0.00000 
15.45600 
9,69300 
.02411 
•05328 
•04094 



1394. 
1083. 
5&2. 



28795. 

io! 

13. 
13. 

0. 
15. 
6. 



20000 
00000 
00000 
49779 
09916 
92969 
00000 

12*31 
12207 
06959 
41110 
96500 
60700 
66300 
89000 
00000 
31400 
36230 
12400 
15614 
15453 



0.00000 
0. 00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0 .00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooooo 



Variable descriptions: 

1. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-47 (Minnesota, 1971). 

2. Revenues: See Table B-47 (Minnesota, 1971). 

3. Wealth: Total assessed valuation (Equalized to 22.06% of market value.) 

4. Districts: See Table B-47 (Minnesota, 1971 ). 



• 
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SUTfc. — AXSS 
YEAR — 1971 
UlSTKlcT TYPt — 1 



N.'.MBEa OF OlSTRIC^S —150 
M.MldCo OF pupils — 526424 
N.\«BF«> OF ^LIGHTED PUPILS — 



fltASUKES OF HE AN* 

euo a lity. a mo 
fiscal neutrality 



UNIT n F ANALYSIS 



OlSTRI C T 



UNWEIGHTED 
PJPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PJPIL 



1. 


fit. AN CXP 


464.00000 


4178.00000 


0.00000 


2. 


R*NSE 


333.00000 


333.00000 


0*08000 


3. 


REs- RAN6r 


166.00000 


302.00000 


0.00000 


*. 


FfcO « R 


.48369 


•77926 
•12267 


0.00000 


5. 


ALL IN OEV 


.10281 


0.00000 


6. 


PfcRH tfAR 


.91856 


•92355 


0.00000 


7. 


yAR 


3618.00000 


5710,00000 


0.00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


.12956 


.15796 


0.00000 
0.00000 


9. 


STO 0£V LSS 


.1644% 


.1*8*1 


10. 


G1NI 


•07080 


.06431 


0.00000 


11'. 


sin caRR 


.41767 


•73960 


0.00000 


12. 


slope y 


2.07S40 


1.75630 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE U2 


*. 97400 


4.75650 


0.00000 


1*. 


SLOPE «3 


4. 550 3O 


2*14460 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP OIF 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


16. 


HlC* 6INI 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 


ULAN 4 


5.59600 


14.62400 
11.65000 


0.00000 


1«. 


STO DCV U 


12.16100 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST U 


.02496 


.05447 


0.00000 


20. 


ELAST J 2 


•05999 


.1*751 


0.00000 


21. 


£L*ST w3 


.05466 


.06652 


0,00000 



Variable descriptions: 

1. Pupils (unweighted): End of first month enrollment. 

2. Revenues: Local and State Revenues: Local revenues Include all revenues from 

local sources: property taxes; mineral lease tax; other taxes; tuition and 
transportation fees; sixteenth section Income; and revenues from Intermediate 
sources. State revenues are for the minimum program, vocational education, 
community funds, the severance tax, homestead reimbursements, driver education, 
adult education, and textbooks. However, since local revenues Include property 
taxes for capital purposes, expendutures for capital and debt services are 
excluded from the revenue total. 

3. Wealth: Assessed property valuation. (Note, not equalized.) 

4. Districts: All 
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TABLE B-50 



STATt, — MISS 
YEAR — 1975 
OlSTKlcT TYpt. -- 1 



ASUrtES OF MEAN* 

euuality* amo 
fiscal neutrality 



NmHSEb OF DISTRICTS — 150 
N.'.MttEp OF PUPILS — 509428 
N'.flBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



UNIT 0 



F ANALYSIS 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WtlCHTEO 
PUPIL 



1. nt AN EXP 

2. range 

3. Rts RANGE 

4. FLO R R 

5 . rll m 0£V 

6. PfcRH VAR 

7. v*K 

8. COCF VAR 

9. S'U 6tV LGS 

10. GINI 

11, sin CORR 

12. SLOPE W 

13, SLOPE W2 
lit. SLOPE W3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HICK 5INI 

17. ULAN y 
16. STO OEV W 

19. EL AST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ElAst W5 



725*00000 
540.00000 
272,00000 
.45743 
•06697 
.91432 
6848,00000 
.11409 
• HOlif 
.06193 
.•♦7717 
2.73620 
4,93260 
4.69310 
0.00000 
0.00000 
6,60700 
14.46900 
.02571 
.04631 
.04406 



7 44 .00000 
540.00000 
405,00000 
.76676 
•10907 
.92616 
lSi^S. 00000 
.15400 
.14133 
,0 7656 
.79241 
2.47750 
4.26670 
5.5l!»70 
0.00000 
0.00000 
17,57000 
14,11300 
,05651 
,10076 
.13026 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Valuable descriptions; 

See Table B-49(M1ss1ss1pp1 1971). 
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TABLE B-51 



<:TATt, — *0 

T£AR — 1974 

OISTHICT TYPt — UNIFIED 



UUMBEo OF DISTRICTS — 455 
NJflBFP OF PUPILS -- 848,858 
NUM8E» OF JETGHTE") PUPILS ■ 







U N 


1,1 Or A IM ft U f 0 


I s 




i^LAoU^ES JF *iLAr\l? 












I j 1 s ■ K 1 C ■ 


1 IMUrTuMTCn 




FISCAL Nl u 'KALITT 




p ipri 


PJPlL 


1 • 


fttAN LXP 


AAA fi •» A 


77it 72 W 'J° 




2 . 


R A NGE 


lOfil Q n a n a 




ft AAAf.A 


3 . 


RtS RAmGE 


425.09000 


507.11000 


0 • OQOQU 


«*. 


FED R R 




a n /1 n a ft 
0 .110000 


5. 


RcL *N OEV 


•11769 






&• 


Ptrtfl >/AR 


.P7463 




A ft ft ft ft ft 


7. 




?979*,000P0 


I _ ~~ "7 AAAN A 

5oi D7 f 000CQ 


ft A ft ft ft ft 
0 . '3 0000 


0 . 


rnrt I/up 

U u tr V Ufa 


1 AQ71 


« Jk ^ ^ J W 


W . V v «* U v 


9. 


sro oev lgs 


.15300 


•1746* 


0.00000 


10. 


GIMI 


.C8319 


.09853 


0.00000 


11. 




.75«»0n 


•6258Q 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE J 


21.59100 


27.988Q0 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


lS.«*'*l0n 


24.37800 


0.00000 


If. 


SLOPE J3 


lb. 23200 


24.34700 


0.00000 


15. 


EXr» DIP 


192.75000 


iSl.11000 


0.00000 


16. 


HIC K GImI 


.05895 


.07885 
13.88400 


0.00000 


17. 


MF.AN 


12. '♦2200 


0.00000 


19. 


S!iJ| OEv 


6.02POO 


5.83830 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST 4 


.29478 


.391 &3 


0.00000 


20. 


EL*ST w2 


.2108? 


.34129 


0.00000 


21. 


FLA ST ^3 


.20796 


.34066 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Dally Attendance (ADA). 

2. Revenues: Total local and state revenue excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: Reported assessed valuation. (Equalized to 33.3X of market.) 

4. Districts: All Unified districts. 
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TABLE B-52 



ST/\Tl". -- *|0 

YEAR — l97«v 

DISTH1CT TYPE -- UNIFIED 



n " mber of districts 454 

OF PUPILS — 834,394 
NUMerR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



ONI t n F ANALYSIS 







MLASUR£S OF MEAN f 










FI^UaLITY» and 


J*3 I nig 1 






FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PlIPTI 






ML AN LXP 


1 n « 1 i n it n A 

io s* • oooon 


'"3(1 fUV U U 




2 9 


R A NGE 


OX^O ^ ft a ft /* 






3 t 


r* i~ _ rj * • i r 

Rt-S RANJGc. 


h Qt 1 C r\ n a 

H?b , 1300ft 






f . 


FLU H K 


. 3 307] 






5- 


Rt.L MM DEtf 


1 1 ... 

. *1879 






6, 


PL.RM VAR 


. o f 629 






7. 


VAR 


38131 .00000 


41*510. oooco 




8, 


CuEF \/AR 


.18059 


.18223 




9. 


STO OEV LGS 


.15100 


.16282 




10. 


GINI 


.08239 


.09163 




11. 


n l « ~ r\ 


. 73690 


.80990 




12. 


SLOPE W 


19.96800 


24.93600 




13. 


SLOPE w2 


1^.95900 


21.93500 




t*. 


SLOPE w 3 


15. 08400 


21.68600 




15. 


EXP OIF 


219.64000 


?98,48000 




16* 


HICK GINI 


.0588? 


.07057 




17. 


ML*N k) 


15.31300 


16.77100 




18. 


STD OEv w 


7.20600 


6.85230 




19. 


ELAST g 


.28278 


.36123 




20. 


ELAST W2 


. 21184 


.31776 




21. 


EL AST W3 


.21361 


.31*13 






Variable descriptions: 







WEIGHTED 
PJPIL 



See Table B-51 (M1ssdur1-Un1f1ed, 1974). 



f 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.000,00 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
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TABLE B-53 



ST/»Tc — 10 
Yr.AR 1*97*. 

niST.KicT rYPt — ELEMENTARY 



'rfJUBEu OF DISTRICTS — HO 
NJrtBEn CF HUPILS -- 24,671 
MJflBEP OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ■ 



ItASLHES OF 1EAN. 
E«U A LUY» fl M0 
PlSC(\L NEUTRALITY 



1 1 Nl 1 T 



3lSlRIcT 



n F 



ANALYSIS 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PJPIL 



1. Mt AN LXP 

2. R^NSE 

3. Rt.5 RANGE 
*. FtO R R 

5. RtL MM DEV 

6. PtR«1 \/AR 

7. W 6R 

8. COEF \/AR 

9. SfD DEV LGS 

10. G1NI 

11. Sl<1 CORR. 

12. SLOPE W 

13. SLOPE W2 
I*. SLOPE U3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HlCK GINI 

17. MEArt ^ 

18. STO QEV W 

19. ELAST H 

20. ELAST w2 

21. EL A ST v3 



682.S*000 

io*u.*oOoo 

27*. 93000 
,*8*7n 
.13350 
.9351? 
13921.00000 
.201*1 
.16900 
.0926? 
,!>638n 

11.8.3700 
9.02200 

B.32l0n 
11/. 2*000 
,05*8f> 

11.1620P 
6.56*00 
.19297 
.1*7*6 
. 136Q.n 



679.27000 
lO^O.^OJOO 
320.96000 
.56585 
.12992 
.92*56 
19616.00000 
.20&19 
.16987 
.090*3 
.69650 
1*. 8*500 
6.*6600 
7.53900 
123.*9000 
.06003 
9.56270 
6.571*0 
.20899 
.11918 
.10613 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00900 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.0G000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 



Variable descriptions ; 

1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Dally Attendance (ADA). 

2. Revenues: Total local and state revenue excluding debt service and capital 

3. Wealth: Reported assessed valuation. (Equalized to 33. 3% of market.) 

4. Districts: All Elementary districts. 
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TABLE B-54 

STATE -- w 0 NUMBER OF DISTRICT — 105 

YEAR -- 1975 NiiMBrR OF PUPILS -- 19,603 

DISTRICT TYPE — ELEMENTARY NUMBER OF WEIGHTEO PUPILS - 







1! N I 


; OF ANAL 


Y S 1 S 




*t AS JRrS OF 1EAN. 










FCUaLITY. amo 


DlSlRI C T 


UNWEIGHTED 


WEICHTl 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUP I L 


PJPlL 


1. 


Exp 


938.68000 


958.91000 


0,00000 


2. 


P ft NGE 


1728.70000 


1 728.70000 


o.oocoo 


3. 


REs RA^GE 


428.8*000 


464.15000 


0.00000 


4. 


rt'f) R h 


.57187 


.62356 


0.00000 


5. 


RLL MN OEM 


.13439 


.13424 


0.00000 


6. 


PLRH VAR 


.92376 


.90 352 


0.00000 


7. 


V A^ 


<U8?0. 00000 


46410.00000 


0.00000 


8. 


COEF \/AR 


.21804 


. 2 2962 


0.00000 


9. 


ST J 0E\/ LGS 


.17900 


,183«*9 


0.00000 


10. 


G1MI 


.0972" 


.09709 


0.00000 


11. 


Sli COHR 


,556«*o 


.71640 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPS SI 


10.68600 


12.69600 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE *j2 


&.*i?oo 


9.14300 


0.00000 


14. 


SLOPE tf3 


5>.S55on 


9.18400 


0.00000 


15. 


E*P OIF 


l9?.3600O 


j»26. 87000 


0.00000 


16. 


nJCK 3INI 


.05571 


.06287 


0.00000 


17. 


AN W 


16.83800 


14.79200 


0.00000 


18. 


STO DEy W 


10.65800 


12.15500 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST M" 


.191 68 


.20017 


0.00000 


20. 


EL^ST W2' 


. 15009 


. 1*415 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAst w3 


.15346 


.14480 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-53 (Missouri-Elementary, 1974). 



TABLE B-55 



STATF — N h 


t 


ciUMBt* OF riSTPTCTS 


••10/ 


year — 


$ 


N U«B£9 OF PUPILS — 


174197 


DISTRICT TYPE 1 




nuhbe* of weighted 


Ol ID V 1 6 






' U 


ntt ? f anal 


Y S I S 




MEASURES OF MFA^» 






< 


• 


EODAtlTY. AND 


DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTED 


WEIGHT! 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PbPlL * 


PUPIL 


1. 


IE AN EXP 


1197.00000 


H64. 60000 


0.00000 


2. 


RANGF 


tQOl. 90000 


4*01.90000 


o.roooo 


3. 


RES RANGE 


783.15000 


*51 .54000 


0.00000 


4. 


FED R R 


.91570 


•60607 


0.00000 


5. 


REL *N OFV 


.18545 


•13269 


0.00000 


6. 


PERM VAR 


.86303 


•89467 


0.00000 


7. 


VAR 


lit6<t?0.00000 


* 65*77.00000 


0.00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


.31968 


.22056 


0 .00000 


9. 


STO HEV lGS 


.58530 


•54970 


0.00000 


10. 


GINI 


.13<*00 


•09500 


0.00000 


11. 


SII* CORR 


.62360 


•52550 


A A A A 4% A 

0 .00000 


12. 


SLOPF W 


2.23<f30 


3.54850 


0,00000 


13. 


SLOPF W2 


?.50<t50 


4 • 87250 


0.00QO0 


It. 


SLOPF W3 


3.52990 


5.59100 


0.00000 


IS. 


EXP OIF 


754. 34000 


423*16000 


o.poooo 


16. 


HICK GINT 


•09600 


•07200 


ft a a n n 

0.00000 


17. 


MEAN W 


96.33100 


65.04600 


0.00000 


la. 


STD HEV W 


106.86000 


37.84500 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST W 


.17982 


.19619 


O.POOOO 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.20156 


•27214 


0.00000 


21. 


FLAST W3 


.284 06 


•31227 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions: 

1. Pupils (unweighted): Total number of pupils 1n Average Dally Membership 1n 

residence, 

2. Revenues: The sum of locally raised revenues, and all state aid paid 

excluding school building aid, area vocational school aid and N other revenue 
from state sources 11 (primarily construction aid for area vocational schools). 

3. Health: Equalized Property Valuation for 1974. 

4. Districts: Includes all single town districts and cooperative school districts 

1n the state. 
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TABLE B-56 



STATE" —> N J 
DISTRICT TYPE 



— 1 



^UMBfc» OF DISTRICTS -- 578 

mUMBS? OF PUPILS — 14491^0 

MUMbt^ OF WEIGHTED PUPILS —1762596 



U N I t 



1 P 



ANALYSIS 





LQU flu i l T « flNU 

r t (J* * 1 M r- 1 1 T Q A 1 T T Y 


nISTRlCT 

u t u i n * L ■ 


it 




iti' 0 ^ V/ v V 






UAA7 .0000 0 


3 # 




i ft 91 _ 9ft no o 


M • 


f n D D 


1 P(fc47fl 

l • *T ^ » »» 


5. 




-17750 




O PD M WAD 


9 » 3 ~ V & 


f t 


MAP 

V M »V 


126390 .00000 


ft. 


COEF VAR 


.25135 


9. 


STD DEV L GS 


.35*20 


10. 


GINI 


.12700 


11. 


SIM CORR 


.*05*0 


12. 


SLOPE W . 


2.18170 


13. 


SLOPF W2 


3.97200 


It. 


SLOPE W3 


4. 26010 


15. 


EXP niF 


566. 02000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


.06700 


17. 


MEAN U 


7A.60t00 


16. 


STP REV u 


66.12300 


19. 


ELAST W 


.11833 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.21543 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.23214 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



luOO. 50000 
4^67. 00000 
■19.02000 
.78060 
.14621 
.87362 

701**5.00000 
.18957 
.28650 

•iotoo 

.38960 
3.08190 
3.87150 
3.8815Q 
960.52000 
0.00000 
60*47000 
33.56000 
.13307 
- .16716 
.16759 



1151.50000 
3907.90000 
764.92000 
.97128 
.16612 
»ff7066 
60054.00000 
.21281 
.50110 
.11700 
.59910 
4.63370 
6.23000 
6.471.40 
393.H000 
,06200 
49*72200 
30.37300 
.20872 
.26901 
.27944 



Variable descriptions: 

l » PudIIs (unweighted): The number of children who reside 1n the school district 

and are Sr?llld on September 30 In public schools" either in their own district 
Tin t district to which the school board pays tuition. This count does not 
Include students sent to county vocational schools, 
b. Pupils (weighted): The sum of unweighted pupils plus .75 for each AFDC student. 

2. Revenues: Sum of locally-raised revenues for operating expenditures and state aid 

for operating expenditures. Locally- raised revenues for capital and debt 
expenditures are excluded. 

3. Wealth: Annual Equalized Property Valuation. 

4 Districts: Includes all districts with resident pupils but excludes; county 
9 vocational school districts, county special services district, and three 
school districts with extraordinarily high property wea.th and negligible 
student counts (Teterboro, Rocklelgh, and Stone Harbor Boro). 
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TABLE B-57 



State - — n j 

OISTMc T TYPE — 1 



MUMBS9 of districts -- 575 
mUHbS* OF PUPILS— 1433045 
flUMBt* OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 1509071 



MpASURFS OF WFAMt 

equality, amd 
fiscal neutrality 



U M 


IT ip ANAL 


Y S I S 


DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTED ' 


WEIGHT! 




. PUPIL 


PUPIL 


151*. 50000 


mil. 20000 


* 

1*35.10000 


2706.10000 


2706.10000 


2537.70000 


1057.90000 


*39. 78000 


93S.**000 


1.00030 


.6*529 


.9162* 


.17323 


.1*836 


.15*9* 


.85**9 


.87063 


.07776 


1132*0.00000 


83123.00000' 


777*1.00000 


.22219 


.19078 


.19*29 


.27050 


.23190 


.27*60 


.12100 


.10300 


.10500 




•*l*2n 


•*63lO 


1.63690 


3.1**9o 


3.50670 


3*50760 


*. 12890 


*. 58030 


*. 09720 


»».l636o 


*. 63260 


6?3*91000 


_ « m » . AAA 

^17.71000 


«mq inn a 
3*~» 7™«uo 


.06300 


.05000 


.05600 


A5.9qooo 


66*65300 


63.*63o0 


76.13900 


37.97000 


36.80100 


.0928* 


.13913 


.13322 


.19895 


.10266 


.20262 


.23239 


.10508. . 


.20*93 


See Table B-56 


(New Jersey. 1974). 





1. 

2. 
3. 

». 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
.9. 

m. 

12. 
13. 

1*. 

15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



MEAN EXP 
RANGF 

RfS RANGf 
FED R R 
RL'L mn DEV 
PERM VAR 
VAR 

COEF VAR 
STD OEV L GS 
GINI 

SIM CORR 
SLOpE W r 
SLOPE W2 
SLOPE W3 
EXP DIF 
HICK GINT 
MEAN W 

ST n pev w 

ELAST W 

ELAST W2 
ELAST W3 



Variable descriptions : 

1. a. Pupils (unwelghte 

it Pupils (weighted): Unweighted pupils plus weighted pupils as per weightings 
described on following page (from Sec. 18A: TA-20 of the Public School 
Education Act of 1975). 

2. Revenues; See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 

3. Wealth: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 

4. Districts: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 
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New Jersey Weightings for Categorical Aid Programs as contained 
in the Public School Education Act of 1975 (N.J.S.A. 18A:7A-20) 



Special Education Classes 

Educable 
Trainable 

Orthopedically handicapped 
Neuro logically impaired 
Perceptually impaired 
Visually handicapped 
Auditorially handicapped 
Communication handicapped 
Emotionally disturbed 
Socially maladjusted 
Chronically ill 
Multiply handicapped 

Other Classes and Services 
Approved private school tuition 

Supplementary and speech instruction 

Bilingual education 

State compensatory education 

Home instruction 



Additional Cost Factors 

0.53 
0.95 
1.27 
i.06 
0.85 
1.91 
1.38 
1.06 
1.27 
0.95 
0.85 
1.27 . 

Additional cost factor of the 
handicap plus 1.0 

0.09i based on the number of pupils 
actually receiving such instruction in 
the prior school year 

0.16 

0.11 

0.006 times the number of hours of 
instruction actually provided in 
the prior school year 
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STATE — M J 
l£»p 197a 
OISTRICT TypF -- 1 



TABLE B-S8 



mUmbe* of districts 576 

r'UMBi* OF PUPILS — 1401146 

NllUBt* of weighteo pupils — 1492660 





» 


U V 


I T IF ANAL 


Y S I S 




»EASh*es of MrAri, 










EOUAl ITT. AMD 


DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTED 


WEIGHT* 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


PUPIL 


1 # 


VZHN EXP " 


1703.90000 


1*67.70000 


1565.1*0000 


2. 


RANGE 


5056.30000 


5156.30000 


5057.tt00n0 


3# 


res ransf 


105*. 00000 


1*07. 10000 


972.87000 


if. 


FEn PR, 


.838*3 


.82836 ' 


.8*808 


5. 


REL WM DfV 


.15*73 


.13120 


.13803 


6. 


PERM VAR 


.85808 


.89139 


.88566 


7. 


VAR 


1*9790.00000 


80*67.00000 


76016.00000 


A. 


COEF VAR 


.219*3 


.16999 


.17613 


9. 


STD PEV \ 6S 


.13160 


.10*90 


•18330 


10. 


G.IMI 


.11000 


.09300 


.09700 


11. 


SIM COPR 


■ • 32o6o 


•*62So 


.50970 


12. 


SLOPE W 


1.3*120 


3.10530 


3.*7500 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


2.77900 


"».i?060 


*. 62010 


1*. 


SLOPE W3 


3.19*30 


<». 27600 


*. 86070 


15. 


EXP PIF 


571.05000 


■61.25000 


393.15000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


.0*900 


.05100 


.06000 


17. 


("E'AN,W 


9*. 93100 


72.68600 


66.23000 


18. 


ST" CFV w 


89.38500 


*2. 22200 


*0.**200 


19. 


ELAST W 


•07*72 


.13533 


.151*6 


20. 


ELAST U2 


.15*83 


.17959 


.20137 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.17797 


.186*5 


.21166 



Variable descriptions ; 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 
b. Pupils (weighted): See Table B-57 (New Jersey. 1975). 

2. Revenues: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 

3. Wealth: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 

4. Districts: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 



328 



er|c 



TABLE B-59 



STATE — M J 
Y E AR 1^77 
niRTPIcT TypF -- 1 



measures of mean' « 
equality. and 
fiscal Neutrality 



numb:* of districts — 575 

mUMbE* OF PUPILS — 1359189 

mUMbE* OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 

UNIT n F ANALYSIS 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WFIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 

7. 

9. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



MEAN EXP 
RANGE 

res rangf 

FED R R 
rEL MN OFV 
PERM VAR 
VAR 

COEF VAR 
STO DEV L GS 
GINI 

SIM COPR 
SLOpE W 
SLOPE W 2 
SLOPF W3 
EXP DIF 
HICK GINI 
MEAN W 
ST D DEV u 
ELAST W 

EL^ST W2 
ELAST W3 



1(572.00000 
5553.00000 
1209.80000 
.99805 
.15247 
.86714 
171600.00000 
.22129 
.17190 
.11100 
.38670 
1.63790 
3.45280 
3.81790 
746.75000 
.05500 
10^.51000 
97.79700 
.09144 
.19276 
.21315 



1*23.70000 
5*53.00 000 
lf>57.60000 
.78799 
.13678 
.87823 
117*40. 00000 
.18831 
.16720 
.09900 
.4295 0 

3.12820 
4.07220 
4.14 760 
*9l. 08000 
.04900 
79.26600 
47.14500 
.13597 

\ .17700 
.18027 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooono 

0.00000 

o.ooono 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0*00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooono 



Variable descriptions; 

1. Pupils (unweighted) See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 

2. Revenues: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 

3. Wealth: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 

4. Districts: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). 



TABLE B-60 



STaT£ — m n 
YEAR — 1972 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 



NU«8£R OF O'ISTRICTS -- 88 
MJMBrR OF PUPILS — 276155 
NU«BfR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 



MEASURES Or MEAN* 
EUUALITY. aNO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



II N I 



DISTRICT 



0 F 



ANALYSIS 



UNWEIGHTEO 
PUPIL 



UEI6HTE0 
PUPIL 



1. MEAN EXP 

2. RANGE 

3. RES RAM6E 
9. FEO R R 

5. REL UN OEV 

6. PERU VAR 

7. V*R 

8. COEF VAR 

9. STO OEV LGS 

10. GINI 

11. sin corr 

12. SLOPE u 

13. SLOPE W 2 
19, SLOPE U3 
13* EXP OIF 

16. HICK GlNI 

17. mean w 

IS. STO OEtf M 

19. ELAST U 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELAST U3 



996*09000 
966.6600ft 
689,85000 
.96620 
.19507 
.88711 
59820,00000 
,2969ft 
,22500 
•13035 
,9999s 
2,07610 
2.81300 
2.93590 
395*51000 
0.00000 
. 66,51900 
56,36500 
.19960 
•20270 
•2115ft 



761.36000 
q68. 66000 
966,96000 
.91070 
,10599 
•99522 
19906,00000 
.15255 
.13200 
•06609 
.96190 
1.76690 
1.36960 
.06527 
36.60900 
.00096 
96,36000 
52,07600 
,10619 
•08126 
,00367 



0,00000 
0,00000 
0,00000 
0,00000 
0,00000 
0.09000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.oooao 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions ; 

1. Pupils (unweighted): Average Dally Membership (ADM). 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues plus Federal Impact aid (PL 874 revenue). 
,3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed Value 

4. Districts: All 
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TABLE B-61 



STATE — H M 
YEAR — 1973 
OISTRXCT TYPE -- 1 



NUMBER OF OISTRICTS — 88 
NUMBER OF PUPILS — 273743 
NUMBEP OF WEIGHTEO PUPILS — 





MEASURES OP MEAN. 


OlSTRICT 




EOUALITY. AND 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




1. 


MEAN EXP 


io&7.sonon 


2. 


RANGE 


2761.80000 


3. 


. RES RANGE 


979.60000 


4. 


FED R R 


1.27440 


5. 


REL MN OEV 


•2376ft 


6. 


PERM V/AR 


.868 49 


7. 


VAR 


1 47930,00000 
.36021 


B. 


COEF v/AR 


9. 


STO OEv LSS 


.27700 


10. 


GINI 


.1604ft 


11. 


SIM CORR 


.32739 


12. 


SLOPE U 


1.9501O 


13. 


SLOPE y2 


2.64730 


1*. 


SLOPE U3 


2.9Bl3o 


15. 


EXP OIF 


407*22000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


0.00000 


17. 


m £a n w 


76.2120n 


1*. 


STO OEV tf 


6*. 57400 


1». 


ELAST U 


,1391ft 


2 0. 


ELAST U2 


•20322 


21. 


ELAST «3 


,2127ft 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED 
PUPIL PUPIL 



" ft39. 60000 
2761.80000 
365.61000 
.49730 
.10974 
.97606 
22733.00000 
,17958 
.14000 
.06968 
.36344 
1.51110 
.71979 
-,ll48if 

:i5. 60400 
0.00000 
31.26600 
36,26300 
.09227 
.04395 
-.00701 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable desert pt1 00s : 

See Table B-60 (New Mexico, 1972). 



331 



TABLE B-62 



ST^TE H ti 
TEAR — 1974 
OXSTRICT TTPE — 1 



M'.MBEO OF DISTRICTS — 88 
MUrtBrR OF PUPILS — 273063 
N'iHBpP of meighteo pupils — 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS 





lEASURgS OF MEAN-. 






HLioHl CO 




EOUaLITT. ano 


DISTRICT 


UNWEIGHTED 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


01 ISf i 


1* 


MEAN EXP 


_ ~ ^ — ^ ^ a 

i2so*oooon 


9f7#99000 , 


O . UOuOU 


2. 


RANttE 


A tffe ^fc a a. a. 

1922*1000n 


1922.10000 


A A A A A A 

0.00000 


3. 


RES RA^GE 


1205,30000 


356,36000 


*% A A M A A 

0. ooooo 


4. 


feo R R 


l,<t2%90 


•42930 


0.00000 


5. 


rel nti OEV 


•2574% 


A Af Ate 

,09324 


0*00000 


6* 


PERM VAR 


.67254 


m m mam 


n on Ann 


7. 


V*R 


160760.00000 


25491.00000 


0.00000 


8, 


COEF VAR 


.32599 


.16642 


0.00000 


9. 


STO OEV LSS 


.28900 


.13300 


0.00000 


10. 


GINI 


•1664? 


•06447 


0*00000 


11. 


sin corr 


•34503 


.49163 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE u 


1.73250 


1.67990 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE w2 


2.78940 


1.46720 


0.00000 


i*. 


SLOPE W3 


3,07780 


1.06230 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP OIF 


533*77000 


95.46200 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK SINI 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 


*E*N * 


86.95700 


57.30»00 


0,00000 


IS. 


STO OEV y 


79,65200 


46.74400 


0.00000 


19. 


elAst w 


.12244 


.10156 


0.00000 
0.00000 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.19720 


•06670 


21. 


ELAST W3 


•21759 


.06422 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-60 (Mew Mexico. 1972). 
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TABLE B-63 

STftTE — N M N'.MBEP OF OtSTRlcTS — 88 

YEAR — 1975 MEMBER OF PUPILS — 265374 

OUTRICT TYPE — 1 NUMBER OF WEIGHTEO PUPILS — 

II H It OF ANALYSIS 





MEASURES OF MEAN. 






EQUaLI TY t aNO 


DISTRICT 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




1 - 
X • 


ftEAN ExP 


I336.<»000n 


c. 9 


pAMfiP 


155^960000 


* 


RES RANGE 


l09<f .HOOOn 


II 


FEO R R 


1. 10420 




of L MM OEV 


•2261* 




PERM «/AR 


.9088ft 


7. 


yAR 


134270.00000 


8. 


COEF «/AR 


,2737ft 


9. 


STO OEV LGS 


.25100 


10. 


6INI 


.14511 


11. 


SIM CORR 


.26419 


12. 


SLOPE W 


1.08010 


13. 


SLOPE y2 


1.8868n 


1*. 


SLOPE w 3 


2.34430 


13. 


EXP DIP 


469.35000 


16. 


HICK 5INI 


0. 00000 


17. 


MEAN W 


94.91600 


18. 


STO 0£v w 


69.6240n 


19. 


ELAST y 


.07660 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.13381 
• 1662*) 


21 • 


ELAST W3 



Variable descriptions ; 

See Table b-60 (New Mexico, 1972). 



UNWEIGHTED. WEIGHTED 
PUPIL PUPIL 



1 069. 50000 


A A A A A A 

o.ooooo 


1554.60000 


0.00000 


353.12000 


0.00000 


.37230 


0.00000 


.07592 


0.00000 


.96132 


0.00000 


1467.00000 


0.00000 


.13699 


o.ooooo 


•11300 


0.00000 


.05236 


0.00000 


.37259 


0.00000 


1.02660 


o.oodoo 


.77756 


0.00000 


.54014 


0.00000 


57.43300 


0.00000 


6.00000 


0.00000 


64.11600 
53.16500 


0.00000 


o.ooooo 


.06156 


0.00000 


.04661 


0.00000 
0.00000 


.03238 
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STATE — N Y 

Year — l??* 

OISTRXcT TYPE — 1 



TABLE B-64 

M UMB£' OF DISTRICTS— 705 

nUHBE' OF PUPILS — 3009812 

n UMbE» of weighted PUPILS — 3209582 



U N T T *> F ANALYSIS 



tasores^ of mean, 
equality, and 
fiscal neutrality 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7, 

8. 

9, 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 

16. 
17. 
IS. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



MEAN EXP 
RANGE 
RES RANGE 
FED R P 
REL MN OFV 
PERM VAR 
yAR 

COEF VAR 
STn DEv LGS 
GIN! 

SIM fORR 
SLOPE W 
SLOPE W2 
SLOPE W3 
EXP OIF 
HICK GINI 
MEAN W 
STO DEV u 
ELAST W 
ELAST W2 
ELAST W3 



2065.00000 
7233. Q 0000 
227U. 10000 
1.56190 
.25730 
.90465 
6il5«»50. 00000 
.38906 
.30560 
•I7IOO 
,A0656 

«».3$e3o 

13. «»9900 
1 5*24500 
2106.90000 
•1*900 
60.08000 
69.16700 
.27257 
.»07?9 
.44354 



2179.60000 
7933.90000 
1^91.20000 
1.03770 
.17666 
•61569 
282470. 00000 
•2u362 
.23100 
.12200 
,79020 
14.29000 
15.49900 
15*49600 
•10.66000 
.101,00 
60.97300 

29.39000 
.39972 

.43354 

.43343 



20**. 200O0 
6922.90000 
1543.70000 
1.05330 
•16136 
.60840 
250700.00000 
.24494 
.2 9 .230 
1300 
6620 
1 )9400 
It 30400 
15*19900 
629.56000 
.095*0 
57,17600 
27.29ioo 
.39432 
.42607 
.42513 



9 

ERIC 



Variable descriptions; 

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): The sun of pupils 1n Average Dally Attendance for grades 

1-12 plus 1/2 the pupils 1n kindergarten. This 1s a district count. 

b. Pupils (weighted): The total aldable Pupil Units (TAPU) 1n the state which 1s 
made up of 13 separate categories of students. Weightings are applied for 
special education needs (students scoring low on the state proficiency exam), 
full day kindergarten and grades 1-6, grades 7-12, 1/2 day kindergarten, 
summer school, and evening school. Pupils 1n classes for the severely handi- 
capped are excluded; students 1n occupational classes receive only their 
secondary weight. 

2. Revenues: The sum of total local levied, total operating aid paid, transportation 

aid, reorganization Incentive aid, severely handicapped aid (to the B1g 5) and 
occupational education aid (to the Big 5). 

3. Wealth: Full Value of Taxable Real Property for 1974 (as equalized by the state). 

4. Districts: Only school districts having at least 8 professional staff or more are 

Included In the analyse*. These are the major school districts typically employed 

JmltWaBsT'iC^s^SaM loWe^^ h,S ^ 
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STATt — N C 
YEAR— 1972 
UISTK1CT TYPt — I 



TABLE B-65- 

NUfldEo OF DISTRICTS -—133 

OF PUPILS -- 1040725 
MnMflER OF rftIGHT£U PUPILS — 



UNIT 



0 F 



ANALYSIS 



l"U.ASUR£S OF MEAN* 
EQUALITY. A N0 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



1. fit AN tXP 

2. RANGE 

3. Rts R*NGE 

4. FLU R R . 

5. RtL m OEV 

6. ptRM vAr 

7. WAR 

8. COEF VAR 

9. STU OEV LGS 

10. GlNI 

11. sin CORR 

12. SLOPE W 

13. SLOPE W2 

14. SLOPE W 3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HLCK SINI 

17. ULAN W 
16, S10 OEV W 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELAST W3 



629.00000 
300.00000 
201,00000 
.36673 
.07103 
.92112 
3377,00000 
.09237 
•06996 
.05076 
.54946 
3.12130 
2,45230 
1.60200 
0.00000 
0.00000 
32.69600 
10.26900 
.16225 
.12747 
.06327 



^39. 00000 
300.00000 
2'4. 00000 
.51269 

.09271 
.93279 

5*72.00000 
.11967 
•11575 
.06552 
,75750 
5 k 02520 
4.22690 
3.76650, 
0.00000 
0.00000 
36.26400 
10.26100 
.26534 
•24013 
.21367 



0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0,00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0. 00000 

0,00000 

0,00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0,00000 

0,00000 

0,00000 

0,00000 

0,00000 

0.O0Q00 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupils (unweighted): Average Dally Membership 

2. Revenues: Operating revenues from state and local sources. 

3. Wealth: Equalized assessed value 

4. Districts: All. 
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TABLE B-66 

NUHBEw OF OXSTRICTS -- 146 
NUrtBEo OF PUPILS— 1151500 

NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 

\ 

\ 

\ . . 

UNIT OF A H A L Y, S\l S 
"""""""""" """""" ^ 

OlSTRI C T \ UNMEI6HTE0 \«ElSHTEO 

PUPIL PUPIL 



STATfc — N C : 
YEAR — 1975 
OlSTHlpT TYPE — 1 



- ntASURES OF MEAN. 
E «U A LITY. A N 0 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1. 


NtAN LXP 


aot.ooooo 


2. 


RANGE 


444. 00000 


3. 


Rts RANGE 


231.00000 


4. 


FtO R R 


.32241 


3* 


RfcL HN OEV 


•06779 


6. 


PLKfl VAR 


.93270 


7. 


, vAR 


6133,00000 


•• 


COEF VAR 


.08897 


9. 


SIU OEV L6S 


•08838 


10. 


G4NI 


.04846 


11. 


S'N CORR 


*27l73 


12. 


SLOPE U 


.5000** 


13. 


SLOPE U2 


,86756 


14. 


SLOPE U3 


•65692 


13. 


EXP OIF 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


0.00000 


17. 


NtAN * 


81.59300 


1«. 


STO oev U 


42. 88*00 


19. 


ELAST W 


.04615 


20. 


ELAST *2 


.08008 


21. 


ELAst U3 


.07909 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-65 (North Carolina. 1972). 



II A A A A A A 

qlio • 00000 


A flflrflAA 


1L&4L A All A A 


II # vUUUV 


340.00000 


0.00000 


.42951 


0.00000 \ 


•06370 


0,00000 


.95092 


0.00000 


9393.00000 
.10738 


0.00000 


0.00000 


•10298 


. 0.00600 


.05792 


0.00000 


•44016 


0.00000 


1.08430 


0*00000 


1.69140 


o.uoooo 


lo 67560 


0,00000 


0.00000 


o.ooooo 


0.00000 


0,00000 


06.17400 
37.78700 


0,00000 


0,00000 


.10382 


0,00000 


.16195 


0*00000 


.16046 


0,00000 



TABLE B-67 



STATE— ORE 
YEAR — 1979 
QISTKICT TYPE — 1 



N,*,«BEp OF OISTRIC'S — 296 
N.VWER OF PUPILS — 443,994 
N.V1BER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 







measures of mean* 
e«uality. a no 

FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


O'STRIcT 

* 




1. 


fit AN EXP 


l$37.s000O 




2. 


R*NCE 


6091,00000 




3. 


res range 


19V3, 00000 




*. 


FEO R R 


2.16980 




5. 


RtL HN OCV 


.3011* 




6. 


PERN WAR 


■ .63923 




7. 


V*R 


379260.00000 






CvEr 






?. 


STO OEV i 6S 


.37200 




10. 


6INI 


•2l5*3 


f 


11. 


SIR CORR 


.70660 




12. 


SLOPE W 


7.67100 




13. 


SLOPE tf2 


. 10.66700 




1*. 


SLOPE W3 


10.73300 




13. 


EXP OIF 


1909.00000 




1*. 


HICK tflNI 


.17602 




17^ 




93,30900 




1«. 


STO OEV w 


70.29200 




19. 


ELAST W 


."♦3201 




20. 


El*ST W2 


.60162 




21. 


ELAST w3 


.60*21 




Variable descriptions: 





UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



UNWEIGHTED WtI6HT£( 
PUPIL PUPIL 



1^21.60000 
6091.00000 
•36.00000 
.796*7 
.1*320 
.60910 
67203.00000 
.19*07 
.19953 
•10256 
.70170 
7.27300 
6.67000 
7.65900 
H36.43000 
.10256 
69,78700 
»6,*9l00 
.35357 
.3978* 
.55127 



0,00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.06000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0,00000 

0 .ooooo 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



1. Pupil (unweighted): Resident Average Da1T^ Membership. 

2. Revenues: Local revenues and state equalization and flat grant aid excluding 

debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: Assessed property valuation equalized to 100% of market value. 

4. Districts: All 
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TABLE B-68 



STATfc — » S C 
YEAR — • 1*72 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 



nuhbeo of districts —92 
MUdtfEo OF PUPILS —641989 
NJftBER OF ribZGHTCU PUPILS 



pilasures of Mean* 
euuality. a no 

FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



UNIT riF ANALYSIS 



3ISTRICT 



UNWEISHTEO 
PUPIL 



ULI6HTE0 
PUPIL 



1. 


ULAN LXP 


•♦91.00000 


,0 7 .00000 


0.00000 


2. 


range 


572.00*100 


3^2. 00000 


0.00000 


3. 


RtS RANBr 


260. 00000 




A AAAAA 


*. 


FLO R R 


.7*071 


•S0706 


0.00000 


5* 


RLL UN OEW 


•11560 


.11676 


0 .00000 


6. 


PtKN WAR r 






O.nf! Aft II 


7. 


yAR 


5*16.00000 


6003.00000 


0.00000 


a. 


COEF VAR 


.1*980 


^1528* 


0.00000 


9. 


STU OfcV L»S 


•1*613 


•15266 


0.00000 


- 10. 


G1NI 


.0630* 


.08*7* 


0.00000 




S*ft CORR 


.63060 


.75655 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE U > 


*5. 70100 


80. 15700 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE ri2 


61.36600 


n,s?»o"o 


o.uoooo 


1*. 


SLOPE *3 


60*96*00 


93.06900 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP OIF 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


16. 


HiCK 6INI 


0.00000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 


It AN d 


2.25700 


2.37900 


0.00000 


ia. 


sro dew* y 


1.02100 


.87*00 


0.00000 




ELAST tf 


.21006 


.37612 


0.00000 


20. 


ELAST tfa" 


•26208 


•*2*72 


o.ooo to 


21. 


EL*ST *3 


.2802* 


.*3*71 


0.00000 


Variable descriptions: 








,1. 


Pupils (unweighted): 


35 day enrollment. 







2. Revenues: Local and State Revenues: Local revenues Include: current property 

taxes, delinquent taxes, other taxes, appropriations, and other local receipts. 
State revenues Include all revenues except: vocational education — construc- 
tion and equipment, and the state school building fund. 

3. Health: Assessed property valuation. (Equalized values not available). 

4. Districts: All 
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TABLE B-69 



ST*Tfc — s r . 
Y£AR — 197* 
OISTKICT TYPt — 1 



I"ILASU*£S OF »1EAN« 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



DISTRICT 



MUMBEb OF OiSTRIC'S — 92 - 

NUfltfE* 0F PUPILS — 6T8839 
NUMtJER OF WtlGHTEU PUPILS — 



UNIT nF ANALYSIS 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



MtlGHTEO 
PUPIL 



I. 
2, 
3. 
4. 
5* 
6. 
7. 

a. 

10. 

II. 

12. 
13. 

14- 
15. 

16. 
IT. 
18. 
19. 

20., 
21. 



ntAN t p 

RANGE 
RES RANGE 
FtO R R 
RLL NN OEV 
PtRH VAR 
yAR 

COEF VAR 
SFU OEtf LGS 
GINI 

sin corr' 

SLOPE M 
SLOPE U2 
SLOPE M3 
EXP OIF 
HiCK GINI 
MtAN 

STO OEV W 
ELAST W 
ELAST U2 
EL*ST W3 



79*. 00000 
1137.00000 
610.00000 
1.06440 
.17374 
.83029 

3566*. 00000 
.23846 
•21996 
.12021 
.36614 
70.51200 
96.43700 
101.72000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
2.75300 
1.04300 
.24448 

• 3«U3l 
.35269 



A os.obooo 

1 ,67. 00000 
604.00000 " 
1.04910 
•15990 
.66841 
2*259. 00000 
.20*78 
.19943 
.11322 
.55199 
96.30500 
110.06000 
111. 0100b 
0.00000 
0.00000 
3.046Q0 
1.06400 
.36464 
.41672 
.42032 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.08000 
0.00000 

o.doooo 



Variable des:rlPt1ons : 

See Table B-68 (South Carolina 1972). 
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TABLE B-70 



STftTt --SO 

YEAR — 1973 
UISTKICT TYPfe. 



-- J 



NtiMBEo 0^ OISTKICTS — 195 
NJH8FR OF PUPILS — 157,633 
NJM8EQ OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



I! M I T o F ANALYSIS 





MLASU*ES of kean* 




* 








' lISlRIeT 


UNWEIGHTED 


WEIGHTED 




ClSfAL MCLlTRALllY 




PUPIL 


PJPIL 


1 




OfOl WVvUII 


• 

*r&*i* 9&000 


0.00000 


c • 




1934 9onnn 


1q3'+. 90000 


0.00000 


% 




v • ^ ~ » uuu 


UOo . 22000 


0.00000 




p£ n 0 a 
rtU * R 




•67lla 


0.00000 


ft 


KtL n". 0C» 




•12699 


0.00000 




pc*M WAR 


.9012*. 


.66903 


0.00000 


7. 
■ • 


VAR 


•♦6568. 00000 


- 22730,00000 


0.00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


.24570 


.19692 


0.0000Mb 

0.00007 


9. 


SfO 0£V LS-S 


.23500 


•21307 


10. 


G1MI 

Si" CORR ' 


.1222* 


.096*3 


o.ooooo. 


11. 


.81*080 


.61530 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE U 


13.03500 


12.99600 


0.00000 ' 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


13.83300 


14. 46100 


0.00000 


14. 


SCOPE W3 


U.5960O 


1*. 16500 


0.00000 


15. 


E*P OIF 


411.75000 


971.44000 


0.00000 


16. 


HlCK Sini« 


.09787 


-.06063 


0.00000 


17. 


MtAfc U - 


27.92700 


20.73500 


• o.ooooo 


l«. 


STO Otv W 


13.92000 


9.46190 


0.00000 


19. 


.EL A£T W 


.•♦1447 


.35161 


0.00000 


20. 


EL AST W2 


.«*39S<» 
• «f64l0 


.39201 


0.00000 


2 1. 


ELAST W3 


.38346 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions: 

1. Pupils (unweighted): Average Dally Membership (AMI). 

2. Revenues: Total state and Icoal revenues excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: Total equalized assessed valuation. Including agricultural and 

non-agricultural property. 

4. Districts: All 
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TABLE B-71 



STATt --SO 

YEAR — ^974 
OlSTKlcT TYPE -- 1 



NnMBCs OF DISTRICTS —195 
N'.MBER OF. PUPILS — 154,354 
numbep of FLIGHTED PUPILS 



It N I t OF ANALYSIS 





















1 . 




9G9« t9onn 


O 

c # 




lbl 2 # &0000 


X 

3 • 




7q7.&700P 


it 

■* • 




.5>978p 


D • 


(A U 1 • m L/ W ~ 


. l6f7ft 


o • 


Dt- ft ^ V/ ft W 

f*t V r\ 


,t9l8fl 


7. 
* • 


yAR 


55973.00000 


8. 


COEF \/AR 


,?395« 


9. 


STO 3CV LGS 


.e320n 


10. 


G1M1 


.12177 


11. 


Sll CORR 


.81140 


12. 


SLOPE U 


13.21800 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


13.39700 


It. 


SLOPE W3 


13.17500 


15. 


EXP OIF 


387.38000 


16. 


HIC« 3l N I 


.09631 


17. 


Mt AN A 


3u.38?oo 


18. 


STO OEv W 


l». 26100 


19. 


ELAST W 


• 4l<*?4 


20. 


EL*ST w2 


.42611 


21. 


ELAST *3 


."♦1289 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



wtlGHTED 
PJPIL 



8r>4. 55000 
1612.60000 

441.32000 
.64959 
.12724 
.S7509 

2si U6.C0U00 
. 19964 
•21408 
.09810 
.79670 
12.40800 
13.74000 
l3.*2300 
^07.18000 
.03172 

21.92600 
10.25*00 
.31436 
.33254 
.34441 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
O.OOOOO 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.0000c 
0.00000 

0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

See Table B-70 (South Dakota, 1973). 
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TABLE B-72 



STftTt — so 
YEAR — 1975 
OlSTRIcT TYPE — 1 



NUMBEo OF DISTRICTS — 195 
NUMBfo OF PUPILS — 151,370 
NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS — 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS 





*!tAS:HeS OF HE AN* 








EQUALITY* A^O 


DISTRICT 


UNWE1GHTE0 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 


1. 


UtAN ExP 


lOpl.bOnon 


967.93000 


2. 


R ft -GE • 


1695.20000 


1695.20000 


3. 


REs RANGE 


7o3. 56000 


584.73000 


4. 


FEO R R 


.88459 


.87*52 


5» 


RtL mn OEtf 


.15883 


.11365 


6. 


PtRM WAR 


.88420 


. 87444 


7. 


VAN 


58148.00000 


29594.00000 


8. 


COEF V/AR 


.2229* 


.17863 


9. 


SlU OtV LGS 


•21600 


.19087 


10. 


G1NI 


.1155? 
.79490 


.08762 
.75930 


11. 


S** CORR 


12. 


SLOPE U 


12.68300 
12.92700 


11.68bOO 


13. 


SLOPE ul2 


12,619qo 


14. 


SLOPE W3 


11.43600 


12.15800 


15. 


EXP OIF 


i»49. 55000 


364. 53000 


16. 


HIC K GlNl 


.08707 


.06753 


17. 


lEAM ni 


32.62800 


24.11800 


18. 


STO DEv W 


15.11300 


11.23300 


19. 


ELAST W 


•53264 


•29118 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.59000 


.31443 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.34200 


.30294 



WEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 



Variable descriptions: 

See Table B-70 (South Dakota. 1973 ). 
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TABLE B-73 



STATE. -- TEXAS 

YEAH— 197* 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 



NUMBEq OF QISTRICIS — 1090 
NUMBER OF PUPILS — 2531541 
N.'iflSER OF rffclGHTEU PUPILS « 





MEASURES OF MEAN. 






EQUALITY. A M0 


QlSTRIcT 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




1. 


MEAN EXP 


l25S.f0000 


2. 


R*NGE 


23161.00000 


3. 


RES RANGE 


1S30.S0000 


*, 


FED R R 


2.17390 


5. 


RLL MN OEV 


•3*930 


6. 


PERM V*R 


.82835 


7. 


yAR 


12*5*00.00000 


6. 


COEF VAR 


.86896 


9. 


STO OEV L6S 


•39200 


10. 


61NI 


.2**76 


11. 


S 1 * CORR 


.72107 


12. 


SLOPE M 


.677*8 
l.*056 0 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


u. 


SLOPE M3 


.81*91 


13. 


EXP OIF 


If 76, 80000 


16. 


HIC K 8I«|I 


.00510 


17. 


MEAN U 


273,07000 


1». 


STO OEV M 


916, 62000 


19. 


EL AST M 


•19226 


20. 


EL*ST U2 


,30798 


21. 


ELAsT W3 


,17655 



UNIT OF ANALYSIS 



UNWEIGHTED WfclGHTEU 
PUPIL PUPIL 



« n jo _ «n o n o 

1 V &w • □ w w w w 


0.00000 


25* 6^00000 


0.00000 


750.56000 


0.00000 


1,11200 


0.00000 


•16069 


0.00000 


.63930 


0.00000 


63*9*. 00000 


0.00000 


• 2«**76 


0.00000 


•22600 


0.00000 


.12099 


0.00000 


.60*20 


0.00000 


l.*8970 


0.00000 


1.743*0 


0.00000 


2*05500 


0.00000 


m8, 62000 


0.00000 


.01660 


0.00000 


*3.*1*00 


0.00000 


101,69000 


0.00000 


•13517 


0.00000 


.15837 


0.00000 


.186*7 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Daily Attendance (ADA). 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues. 

3. Wealth: Governor's Off ice. equalized value in 1975 divided by 1975 ADA. 

4. Districts: All. 
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TABLE B-74 



STATE — TEXAS NUNBEp OF DISTRICTS — 1090 

YEAR — 1975 NUMBER OF PUPILS — 2536472 

DISTRICT TYPE — I N'.NBER OF kJEIGHTEO PUPILS — 







II N I 


t , OF ANALVS 


I S 




MEASURES Op 1EAN« 






WEIGHTED 




eou a lity« A "o 


DISTRICT 


UNWElGMTEO 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 




PUPIL 




1» 


MEAN EXP 


lSlO.ttOOOn 


1232.30000 


0.00000 • 


2. 


RANGE 


671$9. 00000 


67188.00000 


o t 00000 


3. 


RES RANGE 


17*7.10000 


776.15000 


o.coooo 


4. 


FEO r r 


1.97270 


.88760 


0.00000 


5. 


R£L MM OEV 


.3555? 


.14028 


0.00000 


6. 


PERN VAR 


.8*949 


.88372 


0.00000 


7. 


V*R 


4681800. oooon 


7«54«.000Q0 


0.00000 # 


s. 


COEF VAR 


1.43260 


.22451 


0.00000 


9. 


STO DEy LGs 


.37700 


.18900 


0.00000 


10. 


GINI 


• 2461 f, 


.10395 


0.00000 


II. 


SIN CORR 


•6684ft 


.62227 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE u 


1.57760 


1.72000 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE y 2 


1.06900 


1.85100 


0.00000 m 


1», 


SLOPE u3 


.79846 


2.26780 


0.00000 w 
0.00000 


15* 


EXP OIF 


1484*10000 


«55.66000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


.00044 


.01863 


0.00000 


17. 


MEAN y 


275.07000 


93.527oo 


0.00000 


IB. 


STO DEv W 


916.82000 


99.61300 


0.00000. 


19. 


ELAST y 


.28731 


.13034 


0.00000 _ 
0.00000 • 


2 0. 


ELAST U2 


•1946A 


•14048 


21. 


ELAST u3 


.14341 


.17364 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions; 

See Table B-73 (Texas, 1974). 
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TABLE B-75 



STATE — VERMT 
Y E *R — 197«5 
OlSTRIcT TYpr— 1 



NUMBE* of districts « 246 
N UMB£» OF PUPILS — 108759 

nUMb£» of weighted pupils — 

UMlT T F ANALYSIS 





MFASURES OF MFAM. 






TQUaLITY AND 


DISTRICT 




FISrAL NrUTRALITY 




1 . 

* • 


MrAM FXP 


1202.50000 


o 


R ANGF 


2359.20000 


* 


ore RANGr 


768.93000 


11 




.90061 


K 

9 • 


pri MM nrU 


.16004 


o • 


prpM VAR 


,*6131 


7, 


VAR 


70735.00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


.22117 


9. 


STO PEV LGS 


.* 8 280 


10. 


6INI 


,11400 
.48600 


11. 


SIM CORR 


12. 


SLOpE U 


1 .07160 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


1.61(020 


1*. 


SLOPE W3 


1.822*0 


15. 


EXP DIF 


H39.60000 


16. 


HICK SINI 


.05100 


17. 


1EAN H 


10*»»92000 


18. 


STO PEV W 


120.61000 


19. 


ELAST W 


.09350 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.14311 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.15901 



UNWEIGHTED 



WEIGHTE0 



PUPIL 


PUPIL 


j 

1?23. 20000 


0,00000 


2*59.20000 


0,00000 


?32. 77000 


0 ,00000 


.69889 


0,00000 


• 12508 


n iinnnn 


.88027 


0.0000D 


«H»«59. 00000 


0.00090 


.17316 


0,00000 


.43370 


0.00000 


.09100 


0,00000 


.«*887o 


o.ooono 


1 .96500 


0.00000 


£.54000 


0.00000 


2.4794o 


o.ooouo 


9&1 .2*»000 


0,00000 


,02600 


0.00000 


66.38700 


o.ooouo 


52.68100 


0.00000 


.10665 


o.ooono 


.13785 


o.ooono 


.13457 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupils (unweighted): The sum of elementary and secondary pupils 1n Average 

Dally Membership 1n residence within a school district, whose education Is 
paid for by public funds, averaged over the first 30 days of the school year. 

2. Revenues: The sum of local yield and all state aid excluding building aid. 

3. Wealth: 100X of Fair Market Value for 1974 as equalized by the state. 

4. Districts: Includes all 246 non-union school districts—those with resident pupils 

and which are eligible for state aid. 



TABLE B-76 



STftTt — 'WASrl 
TEAK — I97O 
OlSTHicT TYPE — 1 



N'.MBEp OF DISTRICTS -- 294 

\ • 

'UMBER OP PUPILS — 776J25 
NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS - 







\> >i 1 


n c A M A L f S 


IS 










yei&uTi 

■ w i wn » J 




r Li 1 1 ■ 1 T T V .41 A 

L WJ AuITTt A^*C 


}* j 1 K i C' 


1 lr\iy r I G.HTFP. 




» » C r» < 1 i*i IT 3 a 1 j TV 

FISCAL N£UTKALiTT 




PHPTI 

rUr J L, 


P'JPTL 


i 


«4*> A ft) C \J tS 


ci 1 * fQcnn 
0 1 3 • 7tv " 




0 - o oft no 


0 






a. 5 n n nri 


0 -> OfiftOO 
v • v u w v 


•» 


Kt ^ K » V to t- 


T ft A Uti n r 


tifto nun lift 


ft ft ft ft ft ft 
w • v U U II U 




FLU K K 




• O 1 ^1 f 


ft flftftftft 

u • u u> u u u 




RtL OEv 


•?5257 


1 cQlI 

♦ * 5 


ft ft ftftftft 


f . 


E u U t i A D 


i c f D o *f 


. O O w O W 


0 - 00 0.00 




.AO 


13ioD(?, 00000 


9x111} r, m ft n 


n flnAnA 

UtVUttUU 


0 • 


CUEF VftR 


% » • *-* c 11 


.J9*rt2 


0. 00000 


- 9. 


SID OtV LG'i 


.31000 


.19203 


0.00000 


10. 


gin:, 


.17B21 


.J066«* 


0.00000 


ii. 


S**l CORR 


,7onon 


.5*510 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOpE u 


l.92&on 


2.2C000 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE t.2 


l.«*55on 


2.75300 


0.00000 


u. 


SLOPE U3 


1.75700 


3.12900 


0.00000 


15. 


E>P OIF 
HlC K si n i 


«»S3. 57000 


239.29060 


0.00000 


16. 


.1163*. 


.fl63h9 


0.00000 


17. 


*1t AN W 


110.H3000 
131.9&000 


S6.366U0 


0.00000 


IB. 


«f0 OEv W 


38.2*200 


0.00000 


19. 


ELAST U 


.^6136 


.16215 


0.00000 


20. 


ELAST u2 


.197«»«» 


.20291 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST y3 


.23*«r2 


.23062 


0.00000 



Variable descriptions: 

1. Pupil (unweighted); Enrollment. 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenue excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: State adjusted value of local property. (Adjusted to 100* of market 

value.) 

4. Districts: All districts except three with extraordinarily high assessed 

value per pupil. 
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TABLE B-77 



STflTt -- WASH 
TEA*- — 1974 
DISTKICT TYPE -- 1 



N'.MBEe OF DISTRICTS — 294 
M JMBrn OF PUPILS -- 745,312 
NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



MNIT nF ANALYSIS 



*tASU«£S Of- ty£AM« 
EfUALlTYt AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



DISTRICT 



UNWEIGHTED 
PUPIL 



WLI6HTEO 
PJPIL 



I. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10* 

11. 
12. 

13. 
1*. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



«tAN Exp 

RANGE 
PtS RAMGr 
FLO R R 
p£|_ *M OE\/ 
PLR1 VAR 
yAR 

COEF </AR 
STO OEv lg s 
GINI 

SI1 CORR 
SLOPE W 
SLOPE W2 
SLOPE w3 
EXP DIP 
KICK GINI 

Mt A N W 
s tD OEy w 
ELAST g 
ELAST W2 
ELAST W3 



11*3.30000 
560b.&00(JO 
1305.20000 
1.97020 
.27667 
.84519 
?946lQ. 00000 
.47474 
,3b600 
.20029 

.feofein 

2.15600 
4.27600 
3.36600 
1027. 800OO 
.13708 
112.51000 
152.56000 
.21217 
.H2079 
.33144 



1087.70000 
5606.60000 
7*1.74000 

1.10110 

.15866 
.81532 
51 *'40. 00000 
.20892 
.21428 
.11515 
.52530 
3.466o0 
4.06700 
4.75900 
^27. 75000 
.067«.5 
62.49100 
34.43400 
.19913 
.23366 
• 273»!2 



0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 

0.00000 

o.uoooo 

0.00000 

o.ooooo 
0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Variable descriptions ; 

See Table B-76 (Washington, 1970). 
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STATE — W V a 
YEAR — 1975 
DISTRICT TYPE -- 1 



TABLE B-78 

MUMttE* OF DISTRICTS — 55 

orUMBt* OF FUPILS — 366398 

|uUMB£* OF WEIGHTED PUPILS 



measures of wean, 
equality. amo 
fiscal neutrality 



unit j f analysis 



DISTRICT 



unweighted 

PUPIL 



WEIGHTEO 
PUPIL 



1. MEAN EXP 

2. RANGE 

3. RES RANGE 
H. FED P R 

5. REL MN OEV 

6. PERU VAR 

7. VAR 

8. COEF VAR 

9. STn pEV LGS 

10. GINI 

11. SIM CORR 

12. SLOPE W 

13. SLOPE W2 
1*. SLOPE W3 

15. EXP PIF 

16. HICK GINI 

17. MEAN W 
16. STD DEV w 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELAST W3 



lOS". 00000 
All .00000 
373.00000 
• Uit030 
.09123 
.68862 
16789.00000 
.12*66 
.11501 
•06290 
.47460 
3.05300 
3.19820 
3.86700 
157.22000 
0.00000 

54.62600 
20*14300 
.16051 
.16815 
.20331 



1036.00000 

■11 .00000 

313.00000 
•35620 
.06492 
.95063 
111*17.00000 
•10293 
.09977 
•05320 
.48610 
2.98200 
3.06940 
3.72100 
155.11000 
P. 00000 

57.93700 
23.39800 
•16644 
.17244 
.20769 



O.QPOOO 
O.Oi'CiOO 
0.00000 

o.noooc 

0.00000 

o.ooono 

0.000110 
O.OOOno 

0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 

o.ooono 
o.ooouo 
o.ooono 
o.ooono 
o.ooono 
o.ooono 
o.ooono 

O.OOOno 

o.ooono 
O.ooono 



Variable descriptions : 

1. Pupils: Average Dally Attendance (ADA). 

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues excluding debt service and capital. 

3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed Valuation. 

4. Districts: All. 
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Appendix C 

For states where data are available for more than one year, al 
years reported for each state are presented 1n the Tables in Appendix C 
organized by state and unit of analysis. These tables are used to 
analyze the behavior of the measures over time and this analysis 1s 
contained 1n Sections III and IV of the report. 



TABLE C-l 



STaTl — ALA 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — OlSTrtlC* 
DISTRICT TYPL — 1 



HtASU«£S OF MEAN* 
CUUALITY. AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1972 



1975 



1. HtAN tXP 

2. RANGE 

3. RfcS RANGE 

4. FtO R R 

5. RfcL HN OCV 

6. PtRH WAR 

7. VA« 

8. COEF VAR 4 

9. sru otv lss 

10. 61NI 

11. s*fl CORR 

12. SLOPE <d 

13. SLOPE ki2 
m. SLOPE *3 

15. EXP OIF 

16. HICK SINI 

17. HtAN W 
16. STO OEV ki 

19. ELAST H 

20. ELAST ki2 

21. ELAST tf3 



453.00000 
746.00000 
169.00000 
.52079 
.12216 
.90256 
7307.00000 
.18665 
.15793 
.06632 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



704.00000 
763.00000 
326,00000 
. 57241 
.11373 
.69356 
11230.00000 
.15715 
•14456 
.06065 
0.00000 
0,00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 



Sources: Tables B-l and B-2. 
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TABLE C-2 

STATfc — ALa 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — UNyGT PUPIL 
QISTKICT TYPE — 1 



MEASURES OF MEAN* 
EUUALlTYt ANQ 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1972 



1975 



1, 


MfcAN EXP 


*S6.ooooo 


710.00000 


2. 


RANGE 


7*6.00000 


763.00000 


s. 


REs RANGE 


166,00000 
4,13 65* 


229.00000 


'">• 


FEU R R 


.36119 


5* 


RtL m OEV 


•10156 


•09*93 


6. 


ptRrt VAR 


.93362 


.93152 


7. 


y/AR 


4522.00000 


73*3.00000 


6. 


COEF VAR 


.1*670 


•12071 


9. 


SIO OEV LGS 


•12965 


•11*20 


10. 


G1NI 


.07131 


\ .06569 


11. 


Sift COKR 


0.00090 


0.00000 


12. 


SLOPE ti 


0.00000 
0.00000 


0.00000 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


0.40000 


1*. 


SLOPE kiS 


0.00000 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP OIF 


0.00000 


\ 0.00000 


16. 


HICK 6INI 


0.00000 


J 0.00000 


17. 


HfcAN y 


0.00000 


\ 0.00000 


15. 


STO OEV 


o.noooo 


\ 0.00000 


19, 


elast y 


0.00000 


u.oouoo 


20. 


ELAST tf2 


0.00000 


0.00000 


21. 


ELAST MS 


o.ooono 


0.00000 



Sources : Tables B-l and B-2. 
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ERJC 



TABLE C-3 



STATE — <*A| 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — O^STRlcT 
DISTRICT TtPt — UNIFIED 



10. 
11« 
12, 
13. 
1M. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

1», 
19, 

20, 
21 , 



^risSU^ES OF MEAUt 
EQUALITY. AND 
FlSC fl L NfUTRALZTY 



*E*N EXP 
RAMGf 
RES MM9f 
FED P p 
REL DfV 

VAR 

COfF VAR 

std Dtv lss 

GINI 

Si* CORR 
SLOpE W 
SLOPE W 2 
S U0PE U3 

rxp oip 

HICK GINT 

^E A N y 

STD DEV W 

EL*ST W 
ELAST W2 
EL*ST W3 



1970 



9l*.55ooo 
2oao .6 oopn 

655.23000 
.9*938 
.17T0* 
.90299 

«»8382.onooo 

.26*20 
.21712 
.12312 
.82971 

U.3130H 
if .07000 
«.*8520 
c* 2 7. 73000 
.10533 
6*. 72200 
*6 .*8?00 
.30523 
.28803 
.317*1 



l?7j 



»70.st$000 
2917.80000 
T52.*f000 
1.07980 
.19027 
,88898 
70723.00000 
.27*0* 
.23022 
.13152 
.03627 
4.51*00 
M.60210 
77620 
H76.97000 
.11223 
69.53600 
*9. 26800 
.323** 
.32976 
.3*223 



197? 



io6*.?oorp 

2237,60000 
791.76000 
1.00170 
.19*2? 
.893*3 
865*6.00000 
.276*3 
,?30*1 
^132?* 
.8 0 9l8 
*.M6300 
i*. 76690 

*.79iPe 

Slg.piOPO 
.11137 
75,06600 
53,33900 
.31*7* 
,J36?1 
.33797 



1073 



1225.10000 
2*72.9U00C 
907.2*000 
.93386 
.1*962 

. .91015 
90307. 0W000 
.2**29 
.2U506 
.li63l 
•8i20* 
u. 0**00 
it.0Of.70 

*.2'93C 

b2*«l^ ftCin 
.0**93 
8?.*3*00 
6 0 .6 H 300 
.2'083 
.2*967 
.?8*6b 



197* 



1300.90000 
1933,9U0UU 
M2.9&000 
.*222* 

.iwo* 
.9**00 
7»i*?6 # uuooo 

.*l52* 
.l b *50 
.10327 
.7919* 

3. *3*8o 

4. DJC6U 
1*45. M000 

.083** 
HP, 33100 
61,01600 
.**68U 
,**83* 
.**3*7 



Sources: Tables B-3 through B-7. 
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TABLE C-4 



Sim — cm 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS U*«gT PU0IL 
DISTRICT TYr»r — UNIFIED 

*rASi»*cs of «r*i«» 





TTY, **»D 














FIf?c^L NfUTMLITY 


1970 


1971 


1972 


1973 


19T4 


1. 


*£AN C*0 


659.51000 


•24.41000 


1036,00000 


1152.6U00C 


1245,*U00U 


2. 




?oeo, 40000 


2*17,80000 


2237.4000? 


247?,9UC00 


1963,90000 


*. 


RES 0A*o r 


•196.70000 


470.51000 


612.06000 


533.91000 


4»0,**00Q 


4. 


fco » n 




.77992 


.76037 


•5954( 


.45246 


5. 


•el *n oev 


.12204 


.12244 


.3*21* 


•1U327 


•Uy6y5 


f . 




.9224* 


•69603 


.067*0 


•94359 


.91344 


7. 




2736^.00000 


32*59.00000 


37507.00000 


35971. ouooo 


34755.UU00U 


0. 


COfF VA* 


.1925* 


.19515 


.16650 


• 1M52 


.14946 


*• 


STO DCV l gs 


•16906 


•17005 


.1725* 
.09719 


.14274 


.13231 


10. 


6INI 


.06600 


•0919« 


•0'506 


.0/069 


11* 


SI* co*n 


•*0109 


•63193 


•6u6l6 


.7/744 ~ 


. /»459 


1?. 


stopr w 


5.42O0 


« .66060 


5.75600 


5.04970 


4.54660 


IS. 


slopf w 2 


5.*i790 


4*20450 


6.49040 


5.2*220 


4.94570 


1*. 


scopr W3 


5.23490 


6.21600 


6.97610 
375.22000 


5.1^450 


4.06050 


15. 


tip nif 


25*. 61000 


•17.42000 


300.61000 


303,/400U 


16. 


HICK CIMI 


•07139 


•07923 


• 06221; 


•0»940 


,05550 
64,*270u 


17. 


*EAN M 


49.02200 


51 .46000 


55,56000 


59.6*000 


10. 


STH nCV u 


24.42900 


25.52600 


27,12100 


29.2U000 


ai,d*6ou 


19. 


CLAST W 


.3093? 


.32743 


.3001* 


.2*124 


' ,23454 


20. 


GLAST V2 


•30901 


•3*562 


.347*1 


.2/120 


.25405 


21. 


CLA$T W3 


.29937 


.34615 


.36605 


.2**44 


.*S06tf 



Sources: Tables B-3 through B-7. 



TABLE C-5 



STfTE — CA|. 

UNTT OF ANALYSIS D1STRIC* 
DISTRICT Type --HIGH SCHOOL 



•<£ASL'RES OF AH i 
EQUAL ITY f AMD 
FI«;c A L NpUTRALXTY 



197o 



1971 



197? 



1°73 



197* 



1. 
2. 

3. - 
«*. 

6.' 
7. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
1?. 
13. 

m. 

15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
30. 
?1. 



1E*N EXP 
RANGE 
Rrs R^NGf 
Pro * R 
=*EL MM DrV 
PERM V*R 
VAR 

COCF VAR 
STP nEV l6S 

SIF CORR 
SLOPF W 
SLOPE w2 
SLOPF W3 

ExP niF 

>iICK GINI 
•IE AN W 
STO TEV w 
ELAST W 
ELAST W2 
ELAST W3 



^ 1111.90000 
1?72. 70000 
976.98000 
1.17290 
.16900 
•91127 
6926*». 00000 
.23*7? 
.2090"i 
.11 

.B6261 
1.B9330 
2.56B30 
2.5^210 
59*. 69000 
.103 1 *? 
162.0*000 
H9.96fi0C 
.30997 
,*2376 
.*129? 



1176.00000 
1*^9. 70000 
56000 
S.l2*2 0 
.17*26 
.6*695 
»*M9. 00000 
.2*7*6 

.21851 
.12352 
,6**979 

1 .976^0 
<?. 552*0 
2.5ll 3 0 
£16,6*000 
.10*55 
195.12000 
I25«0l000 
.3262* 
,*?3*9 
.H1667 



129*.*000n 
1565.000U0 
697.700Un 
,91*97 
J679f 
>7313 
64113,00000 
# ?227? 
.2056? 
.11*** 
.H67* 

1.92970 
2,560*0 
2,57950 

623.6*000 
.0***7 

2o5.«*OOC 

i*2.n*oor 

.30667 
• .M1170 

,*io?o 



m?i ,9uooo 

1727.1UO00 
117H.3UO00 
1.1'22 0 
.^726 
.5*373 
tOl*»bo.OUOOO 
.2**01 
' .2U697 
.11765 
.6*769 
?.2 to7 30 
2.7UU30 
2.7**70 
615.31000 
•0*661 
21S.1'O0O 
U*.6'npo 
.3*302 
.*U913 
,*1?37 



lUbl,**u0OU 
17/9.1U0UU 
1QU2.4UG0U 
,***9l 
.A»l3b 
.««79U 
^^lAu.UUOOU 
.21211 

.1U96U 
,/tffc5* 

1. *U7*U 
2.372*U 

2. <!¥*90 
616.2900U 

.U*6o5 
?45.t>fc00U 

# *S90* 
.3*256 
.df>9»l 



Sources: Tables B-8 through B-12. 
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TABLE C-6 



V 



STATE — CAL 

unit of ai** l y$is wwrt pupil 

-DISTRICT TYPC HIGH SCHOOL 



"rASUAES OF MfAn, 
eOUAtlTy, AND " 
FISCAL. NEUTRALITY 



1970 


1971 


1972 


1973 


197* 


1027.70000 


lf>"0. 20000 


1162.00000 


1267.2U000 


1317.40000 


1?72. 70000 


1*99,70000 


1565.00000 


1727.1U000 


1779.10000 


711.27009 


▼60.99000 


6**. 17000 


?92.t/000 


766.05000 


.96609 


1.01720 


1.03*10 


.6*?93 




.1250* 


•X2918 


.125*3 


.1*71* 


.12*60 


.91171 


.69967 


•67666 


.6*169 


••676a 


??*0*. 00000 


39*76.00000 


***27. 00000 


5*70l«0U«00 


*39*6.UO000 


.17570 


.1*136 


.17633 


.16*57 


•m*r 


•16630 


•1736* 


.1730? 


•16065 


.lbe6* 


.09127 


.09*70 


.09*01 


.0*97* 


.06626 


•62S6l 


•63213 


.62732 


•61013 


.#*16f 


2.*6S*0 


2.5*660 


2.63750 


2.71610 


1.^26*0 


2.97J00 


3*10960 


3.129P0 


3*06970 


c 2«**1*0 


2.96970 


3.12610 


3.139*0 
*15.70000 


3.W<i5o 


2.M630 


*60.0*C0Q 


*9*«37000 


*35.6»P0C 


*l*./d000 


.0782* 


.0*130 


.0786* 


.0'**3 


.JI6787 


1 33«o7ooo 


139.6*000 


1*6.65000 


136.0*000 


169.3d00M 


60.62900 


62.96600 


66.11700 


69.7*200 


61 .6^*00 


.31962 


.33*66 


.33170 


.3***5 


.**79d 


.34469 


.*020l 


.39357 
.39*6? 


.3«C*6 


.*2067 


.36*53 


.*0*12 


.30302 


.^2516 



1. 

2. 
3. 
1 . 

5, 
fc. 
?. 
A. 

U. 

t?. 
IS- 
lc. 

If. 

16. 
17. 

it. 

19. 

2r; 

21. 



*E*N E*P 
* AN6t 

pes P**6r 
peo p. P 
pel m otv 

PEP* VAU 
VAP 

COEF VfP 
STP DCV L 6S 
SIN* 

si* rppp 

$LOp€ w 
SLOPE: W2 
SLOpr w3 
Exp OIF 
MICK 5TNT 
-EAN 

5ITO rV y 
ELAST W 
ELAST W2 
f LAST W3 , 



Sources: Tables B-8 through B-12. 



TABLE C-7 



STATE CAL 

JNIT OF ANALYSIS DISTRICT 
DISTRICT Type — ELEMENTARY 



*E>SU»ES OF KE*Ni 
E3MALITY. A HO 

FISCAL NEUTRALITY l97 0 



1971 



197? 



1973 



I9f* 



3 • 
2. 
J. 
*. 
f . 

r • 

7. 

6. 

9. 
10. 

il- 
ls. 

l u • 
l5« 
16. 
17. 
1*. 
19. 
2n. 
?1. 



MEAN E*P 
RA^GE / 
R^S RANGf / 

Frn r R 

REL ™ DEV 
PERI* VAR 

/. 

COfF VAR| 
STn t?EV 
6IMI 

SI** COR* 
SUOpE W 
SLOPE Wj 
SLOPE W3 
EXP OTP | 
HICK 6X9 
*EAN ^ 
STH prv 
ELAST W 
EL^ST W2\ 
ELAST W3\ 



885.99000 

39a3.9nnon 

1098. 90000 
1.99710 
.30*6* . 
.86087 
165520. 00000 
.*592o/ 
1 30759/ 

.2070^ 
.77j8^ 
1. 11*9,0 
1.58300 
1.97150 
11 2 0. 70000 
.l7tlA 

I6*.32/)00 
J>82. 39000 
.21181 
.3jio7* 
.37*5* 

7 
/ 



■?*■ 13000 
33.00000 
1**9.10000 
2.2l7l»o 
.30887 
.8*48*5 
175*30.00000 
.05271 
.35292 
.21010 
.79 0 33 
1.20010 
1 .1*0 850 
1.97180 
1^99.00000 
,1*97 0 

i^o»2booo 

*75. 51000 
.23*01 
.282*5 
. 38**9 



l037.0U0Pf 
&977.500OC 
13*5.00000 
2.1b27p 
.3161? 
,8*6S» 
27s020.0U000 
.508*8 
.36123 
.3166? 
.79315 
1.397P0 
1.68110 

1.89750 
Uifit.ttOOOn 
.17677 
I99.77 0 o r 
299.36000 
.2691? 
.3238« 
.3655* 



1238°.8U000 
1**16. Ounco 
152f,.lun00 
1.9/760 
.3U*53 
,8*537 
d6lO20.UU000 
*.6u*6l 
. 3*892 
..2*053 
.7H6i5 
1.5*p7o 
.9*805 
2.21680 
1676.9«000 
.1***1 
225.2*000 
367.5*000 
.2'6*8 
" .1*873 
.*U30* 



1366.OU0UU 
9fi^5.OU0UU 
i5l*.lU00U 
1>**0U 
.**85b 

,*'ioa 
b3 0 3ao. u uuvu 

,»37o* 
.A3*2* 
,A*9*3 
.»86H 
1.U121U 
1.9l?HU 
1.8075U 
15^6.10000 

***,9*(IQU 
.±8795 
.2*8089 
.dd57u 



Sources: Tables B-13 through B-17. 
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TABLE C-8 



UNIT OF & M ALYSIS — UN^ pT Pu*I.L 
DISTtlcT Typr « ELEMENTARY 



^rasti^ts; or kkan. 

E3UA« TTy. AND 



197n 


1971 


197? 


1973 


197* 


776.12000 


•17.61*000 


907.370*0 


10T2.3UO00 


U66.9U000 


3**3.90000 


»T33. 40000 


5977.50000 


1HH13.0OP00 


*6*5.6Q00Q 


*7S. 70000 


•44.03000 


555.F9000 
.79622 


57*.2*00C 


5/5. '2000 


,79*7n 


•e*oso 


.6*977 


.99769 


.1499* 


.15750 


.1*9*9 


.1*696 


.13094 


•51537 


.69620 


.909*0 


.9*756 


.9d23f 


26251.00000 


33*42.00000 


36294.00000 t 


450*ft.0l>000 


47356. UOCOU 


•21601 


•2P332 


.21566 


.1*769 


.16617 


.16775 


.19*04 


.16*2* 


.1/117 


.16032 


.10539 


•11161 


.;059* 


.0*564 


.06969 


•67202 


•6*666 


.6769? 


•6fc26 0 


•tol74d 


1,79370 


1,9*620 


*.963lp 


1.9*560 


1.A7H70 


2.3H96* 


2*47750 


2.4b*5P 


3**00 


1.96050 
2.^6270 


2.64600 


3.04*20 


2.«9Uo 


2.7*560 


B56.610C9 


w*9.A600Q 


367.7*000 


H07.0*000 


4t?.lt»00U 


.07764 


.0*572 


.07367 


.0*391 


.0622V 


6H.62loo 


7o*193oo 


76.716oo 


6n.ld3oo 


96.tofclQ0 


62,971100 


63.6*100 


67.00200 


73.0100C 


97./460U 


.14*9* 


.17051 


.16767 


.13110 

.16*15 


.11366 


•19515 


.21269 


.20767 


.16376 
.19*56 


•23635 


.2*177 


,2*MH*I 


.21*56 



1 . 
?. 

3. 

<*. 

«• 

6. 

7. 

*. 

9. 
10. 
XI. 
12. 
1*. 
14. 
15. 
If.. 
It. 
If. 
1°. 
?0. 
21. 



*C*N EXP 
**NGf 

ftp * * 

VA* 

eorr va* 

STD PEV L 5S 
GINI 

Si* COM 
SLOpC V 
SLOPE W 2 
SLOPr W3 

rxp dif 

HICK «1N1 
V EAH 

ST n r*Ev W 

EL/5ST ¥ 
EL*ST W2 
EL*ST W3 



Sources: Tables B-13 through B-17. 



TABLE C-9 



STATt — COL 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — 01ST*IC» 
DlSTKlcT TYPE — 1 



MtASURtS OF ntANt 
£UUALITY, AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1972 



1974 



1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
IV 
1*. 
15. 
16, 
17. 
16. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



ULAN txp 
RANGE 
Rts RANGE 
FLO R R 
RLL m OEV 
PfcRB var 
V A R 

COEF V*R 
Sro OEV L6S 
G1NI 

sin CORR 
SLOPE W 
SLOPE tf2 
SLOPE tf3 
EXP OIF 
HICK GINI 

ntAN n 

STU OEV 
ELAST * 
ELAST *2 
ELAST *3 



11SH.H0000 
2606,00000 
1326,00000 
1,89700 
,27130 
.87127 
201150.00000 
.37867 
.32600 
.19038 
.86940 
27.13400 
31.54000 
32,07100 
949.32000 
.17243 
18,46500 
14,70100 
,42302 
.49171 
,49999 



1527.30000 
31 16.00000 
16*4,00000 
1,69230 
•26360 
.68089 
306910.00000 
.36390 
,31000 
•18227 
,81900 
27.94300 
53,25100 
44,04300 
1135.10000 
.15790 
21.62300 
16.29100 
.39927 
.47511 
.48643 



Sources: Tables B-18 and B-19. 
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■erlc 



TABLE C-10 



STflTt •• COL 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — UNUGT PJPlL 
UISTK1CT TYPt — 1 





HLASURES of m&an« 








EQUALITY. ANO 








FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1972 


1974 


1. 


fl&AN tXP 


1010,00000 


1317.20000 


2. 


R*N6E 


2606,00000 


3il6, 00000 


3. 


Rts RANGE 


510,00000 
.70637 


754,00000 


4. 


FLU R R 


,73475 


5. 


RtL «N OEV 


.14047 


•14276 


6. 


PtR« V*R 


.83140 


•65803 


7. 


yAK 


35633,00000 


63436,00000 


a. 


COEF VAR 


•1*8694 


•19122 


9. 


S»U OEV L«S 


•16314 


•17900 


10. 


GlHl 


•09964 


•10069 


11. 


Sin CORR 


•79630 


•79000 


12. 


SLOPE * 


26,06600 
29,37300 


26,95300 


13. 


SLOPE J 2 


33., 336Q0 


14. 


SLOPE J3 


31.97800 


36.90400 


is; 


EXP OIF 


372.05000 


546.61000 


16. 


HICK 5lNl 


,08356 


.06347 


17. 


MtAN 


11,16200 


14,06900 


it. . 


sru oev u 


5,76340 


7.36130 


19, 


ElAst 


•26631 


•26791 


20. 


ELAST M2 


,32462 


•37742 


21. 


ELAST U3 


•3534Q 


•39417 



Sources: Tables B-18 and B-19. 
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3 




TABLE C-ll 



STATE — FLA 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 





MEASURES OF «EANt 






equality; aSO 


1972 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 






970.1 1000 




range 


493. £8000 


3. 


RCS *A*jftE 


376.00000 


4. 


F£0 R R 


.U(2ft0 


5. 


*cl in ocy 


.09130 


6. 


p£R« var 


.9ilft2 


7. 


V AR 


12513.00000 


». 


COEF VAR 


.11531 


9- 


StO OEV LftS 


.1 1*00 


10. 


6IMI 


.06356 


11. 


Si"! COHR 


.S7319 


12. 


SLOPE \4 


3.*566o 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


3.96910 


1** 


SLOPE U3 


3.33710 


13. 


e*p dip 


tW.72pOO 


16. 


HICK ftlNl 


.00123 


17, 


*£*N W 


35.«l7500 


1ft. 


STO OEy u 


1ft. 01700 


if. 


CLAST w 


.13197 


20. 


ELAST U2 • 


.12123 


21. 


ELAST 


.12375 



1973 



1179.10000 
60 63000 
469. 75000 
.*51ft0 
.0967S 
,91280 
2?9S1.0000C 
,12372 
.12100 
.06863 
.31»19 
1.38770 
2.ft0790 
2.42*20 
i^T732000 
.00060 
49.93000 
33.55300 
.05ftft2 
.11902 
.1026% 



197% 


1975 


1341.40000 


1344.30000 


712.47000 


753.44000 


4i6.oieoo 


402.92000 


.55690 


.35560 


.07585 


•06314 


.91621 


•92460 


17674.00000 


19666.00000 


.09911 


.10485 , 


.09600 


.10300 


.05413 


.05*79 


.42343 


.54036 


1.79790 


1.97090 


1.75080 


1.74060 


1.78960 


1.99670 


109,96000 


136.34000 


•00165 


•00540 


60.56700 


69.10400 


31.31200 


36.64300 


.08116 


.10131 


.07905 


.08948 


.06061 


•10274 



Sources: Tables B-21 through B-24. 



Ml) 



TABLE C-12 



ST*TC — PL* 

UNIT Of ANALYSIS — UNw'GT *UPlL 
OISTHICT TYPE — t 

*£ASU*CS OF *£AN» 
COUALtTYt AND 

FISCAL NCJTHAtXTY 1972 1973 197* 1973 



t* 


fftAN C*P 


953*00000 


2. 


HANOC 


*93.*6000 


3. 


ft£S RA«|SC 


221.*6000 


*. 


PCO * * 


.96270 


3. 


*CL HN OCV 


•07310 


6. 






7. 


VM 


7091.40000 


§• 


COCF tfAft 


•00620 


9. 


STO OCV LfiS 


.00900 


to. 




•0*90* 


11* 


sn conn 


.7*3*7 


12. 


SLOPE j 


, 3«7*2«0 


13. 


SLOPE U2 


3.7*5*0 


4*« 


..SL0K.U9. 




15. 


c*p oxr 


1*2.91000 


16. 


HICK CINI 


0.00000 


17. 


ntku w 


36.H1300 


1*. 


sro oev u 


17^1 7000 




clast u 


•13072 


20. 


CL»ST U2 


.15163 


21. 


tLAST U3 


.17753 



1107.30000 
607.03000 
309*32000 
,30*00 
•09*30 
•92014 
16061. 00000 
•1047* 
•10700 
•05900 
.61741 

3.25950 
*• 69620 

». 0 507 0 

924.91000 
0.00000 
5*. 59200 
_ 2*^02100 
•1*907 
.21593 
•22303 



13*3*60000 
712.*70Q0 
339.31000 
•20500 
•07303 
.92116 
1323*. 00000 
•00562 
•00700 
•0*02* 
•73303 
3.00390 
3.219*0 
- 4_fg%9j0 - 
176.01600 
0*00000 
71.00000 
27,3**Q0 
•16294 
.1701* 
.17172 



137*«00000 
753«**000 
359.62000 
,30570 
.00560' 
.94676 
10055.00000 
•0977* 
•09000 
•05507 
•773** 
3.20320 
3.36150 
^*?»0 



223.15000 
.005*5 
79.96100 

„3j^4M40- 
•19096 
•19551 
•21559 



Sources: Tables B~21 through B-24. 
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TABLE C-13 



STATf -- RA 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS -- DISTRICT 
riSTRICT TYPE I 



MEASURES OF MFAf. 
EQUALITY, AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1972 



1975 



1 . 


MEAN EXP 


2. 


RANGE 


3. 


RES RANGF 


1 . 


FED P P 


5. 


REL MM DEV 


6. 


PERM VAR 


7. 


VAR 


P. 


COEF VAR 


9. 


STD PEV lGS 


10. 


GIN1 


11. 


SIM fORR 


1?. 


SLOPE W 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


14. 


Rl npr W3 


15. 


EXP PIF 


If. 


HICK GINI 


17. 


MEAN U 


IP. 


STP PEV w 


19. 


ELAST W 


20. 


ELAST W2 


21. 


ELAST W3 



570.00000 
772.00000 
225.00000 
.4R280 
.09243 
.9094 5 
6523.00000 
.1418? 
.13368 
.06870 
.55160 
C 19100 
6. 50660 
9.04730 



96. 

0, 
16. 

5. 



32700 
00000 
53000 
43800 
23754 
24669 

26237 



945.00000 
B3B5. 00000 
441.00000 
.70290 
.17444 
.88197 
334640.00000 
.68462 
.32914 
.13370 
.93220 
20.9fc900 
6. 68 460 
0.00000 
344.72000 
P. 00000 
27.79800 
25.71700 
.68982 
.21990 
0.00000 



Sources: Tables B-25 and B-26. 



TABLE C-14 

ST/iTF — «A 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — UNWGT PUPIL 
rlSTRlcT TYPE — 1 





"tAbw"t.o OF He AN* 
EQUAL ITY, AND 

CTCrAl MrJITRAl ITY 


1 Q7* 


1975 




ur am FXP 

r 1 C f* |v c»/*r^ 


OcCifUUIIUU 


§76-00000 

_J » C 9 W ^ W W W 


2 • 


n a kip r* 

RANGE 


773 flflftflfl 


3^*5-00000 


3 • 


RF^ RAMfir 


772 oooon 

f f • w 1/ \J V 'J 


1015.00000 


it 


ppn D 19 

r E. P k n 


o . in n%n 

£ • OUUwU 


C • f ^ w w W 


5 • 


dpi mm nrw 
KLL ^ Ur V 


OIQAI 
• C47O0 


-.21123 




nrny WAD 


• 0*f O f 7 




T • 






8&&B3 .00000 




COCF VAR 

^0 V 1 ^ 


.29793 


.33620 


9. 


STD PEv LGS 


.31078 


.3*770 


10. 


&INI 


.15770 


.15650 


11. 


SIW CORR 


.58160 


.93050 


12. 


SLOPE W 


9.68100 


20.95000 


13. 


slope: W2 


9.86060 


7.51690 


1*. 


SLOPE W3 


10.10700 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP OIF 


111.67000 


377.96000 


16. 


HICK GINl 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 


*EAN W 


17.51400 


27.35300 


in. 


STD PEV W 


6.66400 


12.40500 


19. 


ELAST W 


.26999 


.65416 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.27S00 


.23471 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.28187 


0.00000 



Sources: Tables B-25 and B-26. 



TABLE C-15 



STATL — ILL 

UNIT OF AMALYSIS — t)I«?TRIC> 
HlSTHIcT TYPE UNIT 





MtASU*ES OF ^EAlIt 
EQUALITY. A^t) 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1972 


1975 


1« 


It. AIM 1 EXP 


99n.7i»obn 


•ll^fi.. 60000 


2. 


R rt MGE 


^s^.pSooo 


1 0*1.30000 


3. 


RtS RAlMPE 


33(V,fl3000 


506.61000 


if. 


FtD R R 




.51090 


5* 


RtL OEV 


.08127 


.10656 


6. 


PtrtM V/AR 


.94400 


.91080 


7. 


l/A R 


11157.00000 


26714.00000 


a. 


COEF V/AR 


.10661 


.13774 


9. 


SIO OEV LGS 


.1 0200 


.13300 


10. 


51MI 


.05680 


.0 7520 


11. 


SI1 CORR 


.67844 


.30130 


12. 


SLOPE A 


6.43260 


3. 73140 


13. 


SLOPE «I2 


5.79060 


1.65210 


14. 


SLOPE rf3 


7.A3800 


1.75510 


15. 


Exp dif 


1.65.44000 


29.79300 


16. 


HICK 5TNI 


.04060 


.01220 


17. 


1LAN U 


24.18700 


26.87*00 


18. 


STO Dfctf 


11.14000 


13.19700 


19. 


ELAST W 


.15704 


.08452 


20. 


EL^ST W2 


.1«U*7 


.03742 


21. 


ELAst W3 


.18647 


.0 3976 



Sources: Tables B-27 and B-28. 



TABLE C-16 



STaTl — ILl 

UNIT Op a'maL*$IS — JMWST PUPIL 
OiSTKlcT TYPE -- UNIT 





^LaSII^eS OF ^F«Nt 
EVJALCTY* A*IU 
FISCAL M£JTRAHTY 


•■ 

1972 


1975 


1 • 


*1tA*i tXP 


1035.^0000 


1396*20000 




R A N(iE 


939.85000 


lf|9l. 30000 


3. 




252.11000 


769.75000 


9. 




.96660 


,77790 


5» 




•06526 


•19633 


6. 


PtNH t/A* 


.99 7 SO 


.91330 


7. 


y/AK 


9ti3n. 60000 


, 9 n i06. 00000 


a. 


COEF l/AR 


,n«»57u 


.21500 


9. 




.09700 


.21800 


10. 


•GlNl 


.05250 


.11980 


11. 


Sll CORR 


• 590'U 


.2*526 


12. 


SCOPE W 


6.12780 


9.11300 


13. 


SCOPE 42 


in. 99600 


If. 20100 


14. 


SLOPE *5 


10.59500 


13. 33100 


15. 


EXP OIF 


lb3.3300n 


219.64000 


16. 


H1C K 3ImI 


.036*0 


0.00000 


17. 


1LAM A 


22.A6900 


25.05300 


1*. 


sio OEV W 


7.19670 


8.0 7950 


i*. 


EL AST U 


.17960 


.16452 


?0. 


ELAST J2 


,:>*H 38 


.23902 


21. 


ELflsT 


.?3912 


.23921 



Sources: Tables B-27 and B-28. 



o 

ERIC 



TABLE C-T7 



ST*Tt — ILL ■ 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — W&T PUPIL 
UlSTrtlcT TYPE —UNIT 



MLASUrtES OF ^EAN . 
EOJALlTYt ANO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



iy72 



1975 



1. 

a. 

3. 

'4. 

5. 

&• 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
II. 
12. 
13. 

m. 

15. 
16. 
17. 
13. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



MtAN EXP 
R A NbE 
RES RANGE 
FEO R R 
RtL «1N D£V 
PtRI \/AR 
yAR 

COEF VAR 
STO OEV LSS 
G1NI 

S 1 * CORR 
SLOPE <J 
SLOPE vJ2 
SLOPE J3 
EXP OIP 
HiCK G X NI 
ML AN W 
STO OEt/ W 
ELAST W 
ELAST U2 
ELA ST ^3 



60O.AUOOO 
77H.n , *000 
i>67.fi7000 
.35330 
.09570 
.07500 
9bH9.6000n 
.l209«f 
.12000 
.062*0 
.*0t63 
fl.»*239o 
11. 21*00 
11.0H700 

130.73000 

o.noooo 

18. 13300 
5.9^530 
.1 86lH 
.2H779 
.pfflO 



1123*20000 
1 n&l. 90000 
379.52000 
.<»2000 
.11126 
.92060 

2nT3o.oanoo 

.12609 
.13100 
,0q780 

.106«f0 
2,'IBWO 
3.3H710 
3.56660 
52.«»6500 
0.00000 
20.13000 
6.92030 
.0491«* 
.0&02*f 
.0^36 



Sources: Tables B-27 and B-28. 



TABLE C-18 



STaT£ — T LI 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — DIS T *lC T 
OlSTKlcT TYPE — SECONDARY 







* 






E*UALirt. AND 




1975 




FISCAL MORALITY 


1972 


1. 


*ltAN t*P 


1323»00C00 


1 6<t<t«2G000 


2. 


RANGE 


lb92. 30000 


1&15.10U00 


3, 


RES RAVGE 


95*. 07000 




H. 


Ffc.0 R R 


.95630 


•8*170 


5. 


RcL IN DEV 


•18**9 


•lblC5 


6. 


PcHM VAR 


•«8J30 


•89620 


7. 


\/AR 


100 '80,000 00 


1023^0.00000 


e. 


COEF tfAR 


,?3fl6 
•P2CG0 


,l94t»6 


9. 


SIO 0£W LGS 


•ledoo 


10. 


G1NI 


.12570 


.10470 


11. 


SI* CORR 


.75219 


.53719 


12. 


SLOPE W 


6.77170 


4.89810 


13. 


SLOPE U2 


7,i»527p 


f.90580 


u. 


SLOPE W3 


7.t»8fc50 


4.94550 


15. 


E«P OIF 


515.96000 


330,97000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


• n'91^0 


,05030 


17. 


MEAN wl 


72,«i8J00 


74.0750C 


l». 


sro OEV 14 


35.P6300 


35,08500 


19. 


ELAST W 


.36672 


•220fa7 


?0< 


ELAST W2 


.40581 


,22102 


21. 


ELA S T W3 


.U0765 


.22281 



Sources: Tables B-29 and B-30. 



3?' 



TABLE C-19 

STaTl -- ILi 

UNIT OF AMAL*SlS — UNfclSf »JP1L 
OlSTKicT type — SECONDARY 





MtASLHeS O'F 1EAN. 








E^UAL I TY » AND 








FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


IS 72 


1975 


1. 


«ltAN cXP 


1397.7O0OO 


1 7 36. 40000 


2. 


range 


1599.^0000 


lfil5. 100L0 


3. 


ftts RANGE 


692.90000 


11 37.90000 


* 9 


FLO R R 


,fl7920 


.86940 


5* 


RcL ^IM DEV 


.16648 


. .lHlt3 


6. 


PtR«1 v/AR 


.88050 


.90300 


7. 


tfAR 


9c98fl.n0000 


102U&0. 00000 


a. 


COEF \/AR 


.P03&1 


.16435 


9. 


STO OEV LSS 


,?0100 


.17800 


10. 


GINI 


.11^0 


.10120 
.47796 


11. 


Sl« CORR 


.fi6067 


12. 


SLOPE w 


8.A4230 


6.53050 


13. 


SLOPE *>2 


lo.niioo 


. 7.28830 


U. 


SLOPE W3 


9.98670 


7.936M9 


15. 


EXP OIF 


•♦23.75000 


*65. 51000 


16. 


HlCK Gini 


.07620 


.05050 


17. 


mlan j 


64.80600 


70.4U2C0 


18. 


STO DEv W 


21 .96300 


23.42800 


19. 


ELAST W 


.40998 


.26473 


20. 


ELAST u2 


,46»U7 


.2*550 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.46305 


.32173 



Sources: Tables B-29 and B- 30. 



TABLE C-20 



sr&re. — ILL 

UNlt OF 4MAL V SIS — irfGT »U?iL 



ulST^lcr TYPE — SECONDARY 
* 

MEASURES OF MEANt 
EQUALITY. <\NO 
FISCAL NrtJTRALITY 


1 Q79 


1975 


1. 


•It. AN EXP 




1 X 7tL . *fj 0 ft 0 


2. 


R**NGE 


1 27it 7 fin ft n 




3. 


Rtjj RAMGr 








FED r r 


A A O ? A 


* 41 Aon 


5. 


RtL MM OEV/ 


1 T99Q 


.1 a*SHl4 

• * ■? WO *T 


6. 


PtrtM V/AR 


. no # vii 




7. 


V AR 


5sfi 4*s nnnnn 
J t°j>>,nuuuu 




8. 


COEF VAR 






9. 


SIO DE^'lGS 


a n'ti. on 

. ^ W V u 


• 1 a aft ft 


10. 


G1MI 






11. 


S11 CORR 


A6567 




12. 


SLOPE u 


e.ooi^o 


6.67,350 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


io.p^oo 


7,66670 


m. 


SLOPE W3 


10.92000 


6.39960 


15. 


EXP OIF 


3<f6.(»0000 


30*. 35000 


16. 


HlCK Gjmi 


f .07610 


.05350 


17. 


MEAN A 


5l.ct6200 


55.80800 


18, 


sro otw y 


If.. 99600 


18.759.00 


19. 


EL AST J 


.iil736 


•27608 


20. 


ELAST ^2 


. ,c»7*98 


.3189* 


21. 


ELAsT Jil 


.«»7386 


.34053 



Sources: Tables B-29 and B-30. 



\ 



STaTl -- ILL 

\ 

ONlT OF ANALYSIS -- DlsMlAl 

1 \ 
OlSTrticT T YPl « ELEMENTARY 



TABLE C-21 



"tASlHES OF 1EAN» 
C<iUALlTYt ANO 





FJSCAL NEUTRALITY 


1972 


197b 




< 

M t AN ExP 


90tt.?uono 


1178.9000(' 




« fl NG£ ; 


1977.70000 


3788.00000 




RtS RANGE 


593.U7000 


877.83000 


4. 


F£0 R R 


, .'8260 0 


1.0 4380 


5. 


RtL MN OEV 


.'(i 5648 


.1871*; 


. 6. 


PLRM var 


.*21l0 


.85271 


7. 


V«R 


44097. 00000 


96«i64.0000n 


8. 


COEF VflR 


.3322? 


.26360 


9. 


sio DE\/ lgj 


.19700 


.23300 


10. 


GJNI 


.10630 


.13280 


11. 


SH CO»R 




.67070 


12. 


SLOPE 


4 .22340 


4.83050 


13. 


SLOPE i-2 


f. 07610 


5.84360 


14. 


SLOPE » 3 


76890 


4.69*20 


15. 


E>P Olt" 


■»of.fti'cno 


3*5.11000 


16. 


HICK Glrjl 


.07^20 
3€..nO*(00 


.071 00 


17. 




43.10401' 


ie. 


STO OEv 


3*..?8700 


•♦3.0750L' 


19. 


EL AST lr' 


.16855 


.1 7691 


20. 


ELAST 1*2 


.5>4?!'*9 


.?1*S' 


21. 


ELAST *3 


.?3023 


• 1/1 5*- 



Sources: Tables Br31 and B-32. 

* 
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'ERLC 



TABLE C-22 

STftlt — ILL 

UNIT Of ANALYSIS Jl^WST PJPIL 
OlSTHIcT TYPE - ELEME NTARY 





«tASu«e.s of MEA'y* 

E&UALlTYt AMO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1972 


1975 


1. 


l*tAN £yp 


930.p6000 


1.9*6. *0000 


2. 


R Ae *JGE 


1977.70000 


9788.00000 


3. 


R£S RANGE 


57*.*0P00 


•01.55000 


*. 


FtO R h 


.78210 » 


.91*50 


5* 


RLL IV OEV 


• tmOfi 


.1*568 


6. 


ptR* VAR 


•92e&0 


.85770 


7. 


VAR 


3*552. 00000 


65*95.00000 


a. 


COEF VaR 


.19981 


.20*17 


9. 


STO OEV L&S 


.1 7900 


•19900 


10. 


GiNI 


.1 0090 


.10900 


11, 


sin corr 


.70372 


•51820 


12. 


SLOPE W 


7.*1950 


5.96190 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


8.R1050 


6.*b050 


1*. 


SLOPE w3 


B.«»009o 


6.19970 


15. 


E>P OIF 


3l7.«»2000 


975.16000 


16. 


HICK GlNI 


.C7530 


.05100 


17. 


^t*N .id 


29.^0200 


36.186oo 


18. 


si° o £ v w 


17.05000 


22.22700 


19. 


ELAST w 


,?3212 


.17309 


20. 


EL AST W2 


.?79<U 


.18727 


21. 


ELAST x3 


.^8227 


.17999 



Sources: Tables B-31 and B-32. 
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ERIC 



TABLE C-23 

STftTt — ILL 

UNIT OF AMAL*SJS — *OT PUPIL 

u I ST^lcT n?t —ELEMENTARY 



WtASUrtES OF MEAN* 
fPUALlTY* AND 

FJSCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 1^7o 



1. 

?. 

3. 

«». 

5» 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
1«U 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



Mi AN EXP 
R A NGE 
RLs RAMGE 
FLO R R 
Rt L MM DEtf 

PLRM mr 
V AR 

COEF V/AR 
S't) OEV LSS 
GiNI 

SlM CORR 
SLOPE iJ 
SLOPE 42 
St-OPE W3 
EXP OIF 
HICK Gl NT 
ML AN W 
STO OEV W 
FL AST w 

ELAsT M2 
EL AST w3 



911.72000 
lB«t3.«0000 
612.1*M)0C 
.R8030 ; 
.'5127 
.01300 
36913.00000 
,?1073 
' .19300 
.1 OPlO 
.70628 
7.73390 
•3.37B&0 
^.C.4910 
339.16000 
.08070 
2C.O0800 
17.5«t6i)0 
.2U522 
.29737 
.30M5 



1216.10000 
2791.0000" 
8l9.9b30P 
.96770 

•15655 
.86660 
66971.00000 
.21^66 
.20700 

.1150H 
.5HS7* 
6.H7H30 
7.25500 
7.25b7» 
319.6000U 
,05°3U 
SS.SO^OO 
22.02400 
.1B79R 
.21062 
.2106^ 



Sources: Tables B-31 and B-32. 



TABLE C-24 



STfTE — *AMS 

I'MIT OF AN AL YSIS — DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 





MEASURES OF MFAr. 
EQUALITY. /vND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1972 


197* 


1. 


MEAN EXP 


1011.00000 


19<*6.0A000 


2. 


RANGE 


3?97. 00000 


^553.00000 


3. 


RES RAMQF 


864.00000 


2199.00000 


i*. 


FED P H 


1.34970 


1.95750 


5. 


REL Mfl DFV * 


.22645 


•26616 


6. 


PERM VAR 


.81482 


•78572 


7. 


VAR 


1037t»0. 00000 


532Q40 .00000 


6. 


COEF VAR 


•31865 




9. 


STO HEV tGS 


.2959)» 


.35318 


10. 


GINI 


.16030 


.20050 


11. 


SI* CORR 


.56950 


.84490 


12. 


SLOPE W 


9.74500 


20.93100 


13. 


SLOPF W2 


11.12700 


25.15900 


14. 


SLnpF W3 


O.OOflOO 


t\.0P00Q 


15, 


EXP DTF 


ttl9. 53000 


ltt84«00000 


16. 


HICK. GINI 


0.00000 


o.orooo 


17. 


MEAN W 


35.21700 


52.03400 


10. 


S TO DEV W 


ie. 82200 


29.44400 


19. 


ELAST W 


.33946 


.55967 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.38760 


.67273 


21. 


ELAST W3 


0.00000 


0.00000 



Sources: Tables B-33 and B-34. 



er|c 



STATE KAmS 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS -- 

cistkict TYPE 1 



TABLE C-25 

unwgt pupil 



MEASURES OF MEAM. 
EOUALliy. ANO 

FISCAL NEUTRALITY 197? 3 974 



1. 


MEAN EXP 


889.00000 


2. 


RANGE 


3397,0000" 


3. 


RES RANGF 


650.00000 


4. 


FED P R 


1 .06790 


5. 


REL MM DEV 


.17683 


6. 


PERM VAR 


.82746 


7. 


VAR 


53*50.00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


.26113 


9. 


SJO TEV lgs 


.29135 


10. 


GINI 


.13240 


11. 


SIM CORR 


•57o6o 


12. 


SLOpE W 3 


9.78600 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


11.21500 


1*. 


SLOPE W3 . 


D. 00000 


15. 


EXP OIF 


420.06000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


0 .00000 


17. 


MEAN W *; 


26. 44300 


IB. 


STO DEV w 


10.63400 


19. 


ELAST W 


.29108 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.33359 


21. 


ELAST W3 


0.00000 



1'4Q4. 00000 
!*553. 00000 
132C. 00000 
1 .3C840 
.21761 
.88501 
221if 10 .00000 
.31708 
.2P951 
.15580 
.84630 
21 .02100 
25.32400 
0.00000 
I4p5. 40000 
0.00000 
36.57900 
17;49400 
.53 814 
.62421 
0.00000 



sources: Tables B- 33 and Bi-34. 



TABLE C-26 



STftTt. — <TY 

UNIT Ot- ANALYSIS -- DI^T^lCt 
lUSTKlcT TYPi -- i 



MtASlKES OF MEAN. 
EnUALlTYt ANO 
FISCAL NEJTRAL1TY 



197? 



1975 



1# It AM ExP 

2. R fl NGE 

3. RLs RANGE 
FLO R R 

5. RLL m OEV 

ft, PtKI */AR 

7. V ™ 

a. COEF VaR 

9. STO OEV LSR 
10. 

11. S** CORR 

12 . SLOPE W . 

13. SLOPE W2 

14. SLOPE UI3 

15. EXP DIP 

16. HICk GINI 

17. «LAN J 

18. SVO 0£V W 
19., ELAST J 
?0. EUAST 

21. ELAst W3 



6l5.«»«000 

559.A3000 
282,06000 
.54652 
.11001 
.900*7 
8491. 80000 
.14972 
.13800 
.07716 
.60660 
3.75100 
3.49500 
3.15700 
9tt.o8B*J0 
.04578 
36.30000 
14.90200 
.22123 
.90613 
.18619 



865.59000 
838.42000 
307.65000 
.41961 
.10 780 
.90426 
17693.00000 
.15367 
.13800 
.07619 
.37330 
4.08500 
3.75400 
3*05900 
1 14.18000 
.04520 
»8.364u0 
16.665u0 
•22825 
.20975 
.17092 



Sources: Tables B-35 and B-36. 



Q ~* »- 



TABLE C-27 



STaTl — KTf 

UMIT OF ANJALtSTS — UNWGT PUPIL 
UlSTKlcT TYPE -- 1 





^tASUKES OF 1EAN'« 

equality ♦ amd . 
Fiscal neutrality 


197? 


1975 


1. 


"I LAN ExP 


659.92001' 


930. 1*7000 


2. 


R'^NGE 


S59.a300l» 


R38.1200 0 


3. 


Rt s R^NGr 


'♦07.52000 


6^1. 03000 




FtO" R R 


.7.863'* 


.88107 


5. 


Rt.L UN OEtf 


.16509 


.19359 


6. 


PlRM var 


.9209b 


.92333 


7. 


yAR 


16351.00000 


510*12.00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


.1937H 


.23779 


9. 


S' 0 OEV LGS 


.1 85*6 


.2l8 l i2 


10. 


G'-NI 


.1067U 


.1P161 


li. 


SI* CORR 


■.70690 


.78330 


12. 


SLOPE 


6.36800 


8.260lj0 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


6.669UU 


8.28 7R0 


U. 


SLOPE */3 


K.9IIO0 


10.17500 


15. 


EaP OIF 


236.40000 


(»16. 70000 


IS. 


HiCK GiMi 


.08229 


.10573 


17. 


•ML AN W 


39.?620W 


55.3?3:m 


18. 


STO OEV W 


m.?3600 


£1.11600 


19. 


ELAST W 


.378*6 


'•18078 


20. 


EL AST rf2 , 


.39677 


■ .18235 


21. 


EI-AST U3 


.^3016 


.59225 



Sources: Tables B-35 and B-36. 



TABLE C-28 

STATt — LOn 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — OISTftlC' 
UISTK1CT TYP£ — 1 





MtASuftes of he an* 

EQUALITY, and 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1972 


1975 


. 1* 


hcan exp 


703.00000 


1059.00000 


2, 


R*NG£ 


405,00000 


565.00000 


3, 


Rts RANGr 


244, 00000 


3*9,00000 


4, 


FLO R R 


.40996 


.44165 


5* 


RcL UN ocv 


•07963 


•06692 


6. 


PLflH VAR 


.90942 


.92144 


7. 


yAR 


5156.00000 


151*5.00000 




COEF VAR 


.10206 


.11660 


9. 


ST J OEV LtfS 


•09950 


•1103S 


10. 


SI MX 


.05571 


.06111 


11. 


SI« CORR 


. 17407 


.26062 


12. 


SLOPE U 


3.17260 


6.95350 


is. 


SLOPE «2 


15.36200 


26.37100 




SLOPE tf3 


12.63400 


23.63300 


15. 


Exp oif 


0.00000 


0.00000 


16. 


NICK 6INI 


0.00000 


0.90000 


17, 


MtAN mi 


6.31600 


6.39400 


1*. 


sto oev u 


3.97000 


5.01600 


19. 


ELAST U 


•02651 


•04279 


20. 


EL»ST W2 


.13606 


.17459 


21. 


ELAST tf3 


.11554 


.14667 



Sources: Tables B-37 and B-38, 
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ERIC 



TABLE C-29 



STATt -- LOU 

UNIT Of ANALYSIS JNWGT PJPIL 
OISTKICT TYPE -- 1 



MLASURcS OF MEAN* 
EQUALITY, AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1972 



1975 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 

14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
16. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



ULAN EXP 
RANGE 
Rts RANGE 
FLO R R 
RtL MN OEV 

PtRn v/ar 

yAR 

COEF VAR 
SfO OEV H»S 
G1NI 

sm CORR 
SLOPE W 
SLOPE k<2 
SLOPE *3 
EXP OIF 
HlCK GINI 
MLAN W 
STU DEV 
ELAST kl 
ELAST *2 
ELAST W3 



705.00000 
405.00000 
179.00000 
.29368 
.07259 
.92799 
3685.00000 
.06597 
.08625 
.046*1 
.38615 
6.32670 
11.26700 
11.08600 
0.00000 
0.00000 
7.23500 
3.24700 
.06493 
.11563 
.11377 



1049.00000 
565.00000 
263.00000 
.31165 
.0 7963 
.90618 
1 0 1 35*00000 
.09594 
•09492 
.05342 
,36969 
8.63250 
16 .49600 
17.01*00 
0.00000 
0.00000 
7.19S00 
3.80100 
.03921 
.11314 
.11673 



Sources: Tables B-37 and B-38. 



TABLE C-30 



STATE -- *AINF I 
I'NIT np ANALYSIS OlSTRICT 
riSTRlcT TYPE -- 1 





MEASURES OF MFAI* 1 * 








EQUALITY, AND 




J7 73 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


19/2 


1. 


MEAN ExP 


A 9 A MAMMA 

939 •00000 


1 4 4 Y . AAA Aft 

1>113, ooooo 


2* 


RANGF 


9919« 00000 


V mm mm A A A A A rt 

5579« 00000 


3. 


RES RAW6F 


4 4 A A A A A A «k 

1160 • 00000 


1 M« li A A A A A 

1 01 h • 00 000 


4. 


FED R K 


?. 32650 


* h Al MA 

1 • (+0190 


5. 


REL MN OEV 


V30*92 

A A a A «h 
• M590 


• 2116H- 


6. 


PERM VAR 


•65106 


7. 


VAR 


li / lIldA A A A A A 

4 . 0000(1 


4 xtLaiA Annnn 
IOt^SO • OOOOU 


8. 


COEF VAR 


. 7Z3"»6 




9. 


STD OEV i GS 


.38544 


.29195 


10. 


SIMX 


.22510 


.15360 


11. 


SIM COHR 


.5767o 


.31500 


12. 


SLOpF W 


3.13000 


.85400 


13. 


SLOPE V2 


2.11180 


2.39330 


14. 


SLOPE W3 


0.00000 


0.00000 


15. 


EXP niF 


?3°*8l000 


£49.50000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 


MEAN W 


60*89500 


77.41500 


18. 


STH TEV W 


125. 44oon 


135.44000 


19. 


ELAST W 


.2032(1 


.05940 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.13710 


.16647 


21. 


ELAST W3 


0.00000 


n. 00000 



Sources: Tables B-39 and B-40. 
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TABLE C-31 

STATE "AINF 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — UNWr,T PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 



MEASURES OF MEANt 
EQUALITY. AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 





3 975 




1036.00000 




3579 • 00 000 


sua nnnnn 


cl9. 00000 




• A*^10 




• 13606 




,fl759tf 




46023.00000 


.22720 


.18319 


.22692 


.20336 


.11550 


.09020 


.57680 


.31600 


3.13300 


•86 300 


2.13550 


2.H0070 


0.00000 


0.00000 


519.11000 


629.71000 


0.00000 


0.00000 


30.20300 


H2. 51900 


21.61100 


3l.f2500 


.1151H 


.035H2 


.078H8 


.09853 


0.00000 


0.00000 



1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

e. 

9. 
10. 

12. 

,12. 
13. 

1«*. 
15. 
16. 
17, 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



MEAN EXP 
RANGE 
RES RANGE 
FED R R 
REL t»U OEV 
PERM VAR 
VAR 

C0EF VAR 
STD DEV lGS 
GINI 

SIM CORR 

SLOPE W 

SLOPE W2 
SLOPE W3 
EXP DIF 
HICK GINI 
MEAN W 
STO DEV W 
ELAST W . 
ELAST W2 
ELAST W3 



Sourdes: Tables B-39 and B-40. 
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TABLE-C-32 



•»NTT OF ANALYSIS — 3I^T^i:T 
OlSTKiCT TYPE — 1 



*iA5J*£S OF *LAM. 
£PJALlTT. AMD 
FISCAL NlJT^LXTY 



1971 



1972 



1973 



197* 



i* 

2. 
3. 
*. 
3. 
6* 
7. 

to. 

11. 
12. 
IS. 
I*. 

1!: 

i7. 

19. 
?0. 



«*t*N £*P 

*a>*&e 
*ts **vsc 
rea * ^ 

S»£*«1 </A« 
VM 

COE c t/A* 
STD 0£V L'if 

51* C3*« 
SLOPE J 
SL'JP* ^2 
SLOPE «i3 
F*P Ol* - 
HICK $1*1 

sT D D£ tf 4 
ELAST j 
ELAST 
ELAST W3 



»35.?50Q0 
b*7. 72000 
3S*.?6000 
.50*00 
.101** 
.93057 
mS7.oOOOO 
.1*250 
.130*5 
1 .0^233 
•AOOHO 
3.932*0 
*.13B7 0 
*.ll77o 
1*7.32000 
.rt*2 7 * 
5*. *5oOO 
l*.O*000 
.1**92 
.172^ 
.17151 



916.00300 
1?2«. 50000 
*36. 89000 
.50*00 
.1021* 
.95*93 
17*3*. 00300 
.1***0 
.13139 
.07221 
.59916 
3.36*00 
3.79*10 
3.9*330 
730.32000 
.0%275 
3S.*5600 
' 20.77300 
.16239 
.15937 
.16137 



1*22. 70000 
Il3u £ 3»j000 
*39.*0000 
.5*976 
.0979* 
.92229 
20&79. 00000 
.1*0" 
.13031 
.07170 
.6623* 
•3.50*70 
3.*6520 
3.0»790 
1*2.35000 
.0361* 
*2 V 229Q0 
23.9o200 
.1**71 
.1*30* 
.12535 



1131.90000 
1156.5UQ00 
*73.1S000 
.50393 
• .097*0 
•920T9 
22787.00000 
.1*337 
.1231* 
.06976 
.51367 
2.71350 
3.29720 
2.96*90 
l7o.*1000^ 
•03226 
*7. 61600 
26.66500 
.11**3 
.13*29 
.1*609 



Sources: Tables B-43 through B-46. 



TABLE C-33 



UoilT Of A^AL^SiS -- JMuifcT »JPXL 
JISTKIcT T«Y °£ -- 1 



MEASURES OF MEAN* 

fTOUALlTY* 

PISCAL fc£iJT*ALXTY 



19T1 



1972 



1973 



1974 



!• 


MC.AN LXP 


662.42000 


2. 


* A NGE 


S47.72Q00 


3. 


RC*> R AmSE 


*22. 0*000 


4. 


FED * q 


.*6704 


5. 


*£L DEV 




6. 




.92506 


7, 




17151.00000 


ft. 


r:OEP v/ar 




9. 


STO D£V L3S 


.13901 


10. 


Gl'U 


.07600 


11. 




.71340, 


12. 


SLOPE W 


6.1 659o 
*.?549<> f 


14. 


SLOPE W2 


u. 


SLOPE W3 


6.^6690 


15. 


EXP OIP 


i89.«aooo 


16. 


HICK 3INX 


.05H6C 


17. 


MiAN A 


37.79tfOC 


1^. 


STO OEV ul 


1^.15200 


19. 


El*ST U 


.5>6409 


20. 


lLAST y 2 


..?679o 


21. 


^L AST ^3 


.?7269 



a*7. 64000 


l079. 30000 


1169.10000 


i??ft. 50000 


U 3o.*0000 


ll56 c 50000 


't39. 12000 


497,99 0 00 


536.95000 


.35479 


.55472 


.55467 


.11858 


.09522 


•09339 


.91482 


.90476 


•92267 


2i 593.00000 


21974,00000 


24657,00000 


.15436 


.13734 


.13206 


.14353 


.1*016 


.12592 


.03138 


.07136 


.06965 


.62902 


.63670 


.61423 


5.579Q0 


5.20920 


4.66510 


5.57100 


5.4 r >890 


5.25500 


5.65680 


5.2>460 


4462350' 


191. 13000 


109,61000 


197.32000 


.05038 


.04415 


•04036 


'40.79*00 


**.l5000 


48.55600 


16.46600 


16.11900 


20.56600 


. 2*016 


.21309 


.19131 


.23961 


.22494 


.21456 


. 2*351 


.21577 


.19696 



Sources: Tables B-43 through B-46. 



TABLE C-34 



staTc — mm 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS DISTRICT 
UISTHICT f Tpt — 1 



HLASUKES OF MEANt 
CUUALXTY. ANO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1971 



1975 



1. Ht AN tXP 

2. R*NSE 

3. «ts RANGE 
i» s FtU R R 

5. RtL UN OEV 

6. ptRN V*R 

7. V*K 

8. COEF «/AR 

9* sro OEV LSS 

10. GiNI 

11. S^n CORR 

12. SLOPE H 

13. SLOPE U2 
li». SLOPE k!3 

15. £XP OIF 

16. HICK SlNl 

17. HtAN H 

18. SfU OEV W 

19. ELAST W 

20. EL»ST W2 

21. ELAST MS 



948.59000 
1430.00000 
444. 00000 
4 57963 
.11240 
.90666 
2*115.00000 
.16371 
.15100 
.08169 
.25970 
6.62800 
5.80300 
1.70000 
11.22800 
0.00000 
10.30900 
6.06500 
.07203 
.06307 
. 01648 



1319.30000 
1083.00000 
506.00000 
.45668 
•,09554 
.91103 
54052.00000 
.15966 
•12S00 
•06652 
•11030 
2.05600 
4,54800 
3*49500 
67,22500 
0,00000 
15,45600 
9,89500 
•02411 
•05326 
.04094 



Sources: Tables B-47 and B-48. 



TABLE C-35 



statl — hinn 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS -r UNWGf PUPIL 

district type i 





fit ASlMES OF 1EAN* 


* 


* 




EUUALITY, ANO 




1975 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1971 




ncAN bXP 


972.66000 


1334*20000 


2. 


RANGE 


1430.00000 


1083.00000 


3. 


Rtjj RANGE 


401.00000 


5*2.00000 


4. 


FtU R R 


.50440 


.49779 


5. 


RLU MN OEV 


.10932 


.09916 


6. 


PfcRM VAR 


,91754 


.92969 


7, 


VAR 


22009.00000 


28795.00000 


8. 


CUbF VAR 


.15232 


.12331 


9. 


STO OEV LGS 


.14737 


.12207 


10. 


G1NI 


.07611 


.06959 


11. 


SM CORR 


.41270 


.41110 


12. 


SLOPE M 


12.95300 


10.96500 


13. 


SLOPE M2 


11.98400 


13.80700 


14. 


SLOPE kJ3 


10.68200 


13.66500 


15. 


EXP OIF 


100.35000 


1 73,89000 


16. 


HICK GI N I 


0.00000 
10.98400 


0,00000 


17. 


Mt AN M 


15.31400 


ie. 


STO OEV M 


4.727S0 


6.36230 


19. 


ELAST W 


.14627 


.12400 


20. 


ELAST H2 . ' 


.13553 


.15614 


21. 


ELAST M3 


.12209 


.15453 



Source: Tables B-47 and B-48. 
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■si? 



■ TABLE C-36 

STATt — HISS 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — CUS^IC* 

district rypt. — i 



MtASUKtS OF MEAN. 
EQUALITY. A NO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1971 



1975 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

S. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
13. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



Nt AN EXP 
RANGE 
Rts RANGE 
FED R R 
RfcL m OEV 
PtR« VAR . 
VAR ' 
CUEF VAR 
Sru OEV LttS 
GINI 

sin CORR 
SLOPE W 
SLOPE «2 
SLOPE *3 
EXP OIF 
HICK GINI 
MEAN 

sro oev u 

ELAST U 

elast y2 

ELAST M3 



1*611.00000 
333.00000 
106.00000 
.48369 
.10261 
.91636 
3613.00000 
.129&6 
.164«»4 
.07060 
.41767 
2. 071*0 
4.97400 
4.33060 
0.00000 
0.00000 
3.59600 
12.16100 
.02496 
.05999 
.05468 



725.00000 
540.00000 
272.00000 
.45743 
•08697 
.91432 
6848.00000 
.11409 
.11014 
.06193 
.47717 
2.73820 
4.93260 
4.69310 
0.00000 
0.00000 
6.80700 
14.46»0C 
.02571 
.04631 
.04406 



Sources: Tables B-49 and B-50. 
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TABLE C-37 

STATt — II ss 

UNIT OF ANALTSIS — UNH61 \ PUPIL 
OlSTKicr TYPt -- 1 



MtASUrtES OF KEAN* 
EQUALITY. ANO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1971 



1975 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9* 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
U. 
15. 
16, 
17. 
16. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



MfcAN fcXP 
RANGE 
RES RANGE 
FLO R R 
RLL UN 0£V 
PLRH VAR 
VAR 

COEF VAR 
STU OtV LtfS 
GIN I 

Sll CORR 
SLOPE W 
SLOPE W2 
SLOPE W3 
EXP OIF 
HlCK BINI 
MLAN W 
StJ 0£V U 
ELAST W 
ELAST W2 , 
ELAST W3 



478.60000 
333,00000 
302.00000 
.77126 
.12267 
.92355 

5710,00000 
.15796 
•14641 
,05^31 
,73960 
1,75630 
4,75650 
2*14460 
0.00000 
0.00000 
14.62400 
11.85000 
.05447 
.14751 
.06652 



744,00000 
540,00000 
465,00000 
,76678 
•10907 
.92616 
13136,00000 
,15400 
.14133 
.07856 
.79241 
2.47750 
4.26670 
5.51570 
0.00000 
0.00000 
17.57000 
14.11300 
.05851 
.10076 
.15026 



Sources: Tables B-49 and B-50. 



TABLE C-38 



STATt. — 10 

IHIT OF AMALrriS — JlsTRlcl 
JISTKlcT TYPt -* UNIFIED 





«lfc.ASLH£S OF 1EAN. 
etiUALlTY. AMO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


197«f 


1975 


1« 


H.tAN EXP 


909.^3000 


lOttl. 30000 




RANGE 


2283.900.00 


2322.50000 


3. 


Rt s RAMGE 


«*25. 09000 


1**6.15000 


<t. 


FtO R R 




.55691 


5* 


RtL IN OEV • 


.11769 


.11879 


6. 


ptR.1 »/AR 


,*7«f63 


.87629 


f. 


V AH 


2979^.00000 


3«1 31.00000 


8. 


COEF MAR 


^.18971 


.18059 


9. 


S'U Dtv LflS 


•J 33"U 


.16100 


10. 


GINI 


.08319 v 


.08299 


11. 


Sl« CORR 


,75«f00 


.73690 


12. 


SLOPE W 


21.59100 


19,96800 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


15.i»«H00 


l«f .95900 


m. 


SLOPE «I3 


15.?3200 


15.08*00 


15. 


EXP OIF 


182.75000 


?19.*<»000 


16. 


HICk GInI 


.05^95 


.0581*2 


17. 


MEAN *t 


12.U2200 


15,31300 


18. 


sru OtV W 


6.02800 


7.2061,0 


19. 


ELAST W ■ 


.?9i»f8 


.28278 


20. 


ELAST w2 


,?1P82 


,211b«f 


?1. 


ELA ST W 3 


.90796 


.21361 




Sources; Tables B-51 


aod B-52. 





3i? 



9. c^- , 



TABLE C-39 



STATt — v, 0 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — l'iMWGT PUPll, 
UlSTKlcT TYPE — UNIFIED 



MEASURES of mean* 
EQUALITY* AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1974 



197b 



1. Ht AN EXP 

2. R A NGE 

3. RLs RAMGE 

4. FtO R R 

5. RtL *K DEV 

6. PtRM V/AR 

7. v^R 

8. COEF V AR 

4. S»0 OEV Lli^ 

10. S1NI 

11. SA.1 CORR 

12. SLOPE W 

13. SLOPE W2 
m. SLOPE J3 

15. £XP OIF 

16. HICk SInI 

17. fit AN i* 

18. sru D£V U 

19. f L AST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. EL As f W 3 



99l.72C00^ 
2283. 90000 
507.11000 
.65984 
.14013 
,<*2622 
39157.00000 
.19953 
.17H61 
.09853 
.A2580 
27, 98600 
37800 
.£4.34700 
?M .11000 
.07825 
13.8«400 
5.83830 
.391*3 
,3«*129 
.-*40*6 



1157.70000 
9322. 50000 
502.89000 
.57304 
.129*5 
.93162 
44510.00000 
.18223 
.16282 
.09163 
.609S0 
24.93600 
21*93500 
21.68600 
J^a.MSOf 0 
.070L7 
16.771C0 
6.85230 
.36123 
.31776 
. Sl^l 5 



Sources: tables B-51 and B-52. 



TABLE C-40 



STATt — mo 

UNIT OF ANiALTSlS VSMlcT 
nlSTHlGT TYPt — £LEMENTARY 

c 

E.;UALlTYi A*JD 

FISCAL NEUTRALITY 197* 1^75 



1. 




h82» 9^000 


938.63000 


2. 




10H0.M000O 


1 728.70000 


3. 


Rts RA,\jGE 


27«f. 93000 


423.84000 


**. 


PfcO R R 




.57187 


5. 


RtL M'J DEV 


.1 3350 


.15439 


6. 




.95512 


.92376 


7. 




lB921.n»000 


*H890.00000 


ft. 


cot'P war 


,?ni«»i 


w2l«04< 


9. 




.16900 


.17*00 


10. 




.092*2 


.09720 


11. 


Sl"l <"3rr 


.S6380 


.55640 


12. 


slopf w 


11 .A0700 


10.63*00 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


9.02200 


8.|il200 


1«f. 


slope. w3 


8.32100 


8.55500 


15. 


Exm DIP 


117.?«»C0O 


132.36000 


16. 


MICK STNI 


.054*0 


.05571 


17. 




ll.lfe200 


16.83800 


l$„ 


sia n£v w 


6.36800 


10.65HOO 


19. 


EL AST W 


.19297 


.19168 


20. 


elAst w? 


.1*746 


.13089 


21. 


tlAST to 3 


.1 3600 


.1531*6 



Sources: Tables B-53 and B-54. 



3 



ERIC 



TABLE C-41 



staTl -- «0 

DISTRICT TYPE — ELEMENTARY 



vi^AStlRES OF lEAN. 
r^'JALlTY* ANO 
FISCAL NEJT=RAL1T V 



1974 



.1 r>75 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 

18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 



Mt AN LXP 

RAMSE 

RE s RAMGr 

FEO R R 

RcL M.M OEV/ 

PLRM V/AR 

y/AR 

COEF VAR 
SlO OEV/ LGS 
GiNI 

Slrt CORR 
SLOPE W 
SLOPE w2 
SLOPE W3 
EXP OIF 
HICK GlNl 
,1EAN W 
SlO OEV A 
EL AST W 
EL.AST W2 
ELAST W3 



fa79.?7000 

i o4o. <+oooo 

320.96000 
,«it585 
,1 2992 
.92456 
19616.00000 
.20619 
.16987 
. 090*3 
.69650 
14.A4500 
fl, 46600 
7.fi390 0 
123.49000 
.06003 
9,«i6270 
6.S7140 
.?0 899 
.11918 
.10613 



938.21000 
1728.70000 
464,l5t>00 
.62*56 
.1342* 
.90352 
46410.00000 
.22^62 
.19 449^ 
.09709 
.71640 
12.69600 
9.14300 
9.13400 
j>26.RV000 
.06287 

14.79200 
12;t5500 
.20017 
.14415 
.14480 



Sources: Tables B-53 and B-54. 
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TABLE C-42 



STJTt W j 

WNIT OF ANALYSTS — DISTRICT 
DISTRICT TYPE— 1^ 





*eASU*es of fta^, 

E3UALITT, AND 
FISCAL NrU^RALlTT 


* 197tt 


1975 


197* 


19*77 


3 . 


M EAfo EXP 


l*l?.*opoo 


l«l*.5P00O 


1703.9000(5 


1872.0U0O0 


2. 


SANGr 


*667.0JOOO 


2706.10000 


5056. £0000 


5553.0UO00 


3. 


RES PAf'Sr 


1021.90000 


1*57.90000 


iot»e. 00000 


1209.80000 


*• 


FED P * 


1 .0**70 


1.00630 


.P56*3 


.8**05 


5. 


REL i*n t Drv 


.17750 


.17323 


.15*73 


.102*7 




PER* V*K 


.85*02 


.85**9 


.8580? 


.8*71* 


7. 


VAR ' 


126790.00000 


1139*0.00000 


139790.00000 


171600. OOOOO 


B. 


COEF WAR 


.2513ft 


•22219 


, .219*? 


.2*129 


9, 


STP *EV lG* 


.35*20 


♦,27050 


.13160 


.1^190 


10. 


6IMI 


.12700 


.12100 


.11000 


.moo 


11. 




.•10580 


.370*0 


.32060 


.3*670 


1?. 


SLOPE w 


2.18170 


1 .63690 


& 1.3*llff 


1. 6**790 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


3.97200 


3.50760 


2.77900 


3.***80 


1*. 


SLOPr U3 


28010 


*. 0972O 


3.19430 


3.81790 


15. 


EXP rif 


966.02000 


'23.91000 


571.05000 


7*6.70000 


16. 


HICK SlNl 


•06700 


.06300 


.0*900 


•09500 


17. 


*EAN W 


76.60*00 


85.90000 


9*. 93100 


10*. 51000 


IP. 


STO HEV « 


64.12300 


76.13900 


89.38500 


97.7*700 


19. 


ELAST W 


.11833 


.0928* 


.07*72 


.0*1** 


20. 


ELAST V2 


.215** 


.19895 


.15**3 


.19276 


21. 


ELAST *3 


.2321% 


.23239 


.17797 


.21315 



Sources: Tables B-56 through B-59. 



TABLE C-43. 



STATE « N j 

unit of analysis 
district typc — 1 



UN*pT pupil 



?EASU«t£ OF MrAf.'i 

tdmality. amo 

FISCAL NfUTRALlTY 



197* 



1975 



197* 



1977 



1. 
2, 
3, 
*.. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

a. 

9# 
10. 

11* 
1?* 

13* 
1*. 
15. 
16. 



*■ ie. 



19. 
20. 
21. 



MEAfi EXP 
RANGF . 
RCS RAW6F 
FED R P 
REL OFV 
PER* VAR 

COCF VAR 
?TD TEV L GS 
CINI 

SI" CORR 
SLOpF W 
SLOPF W2 
SLOPF W3 
EXP DIF 
HICK GINI * 
MEAN W 
STD DEV w 
ELAST W 
ELAST W2 
ELAST W3 



1*00.50000 

*6*7. 00000 
P13. 02000 
.780*0 
.1*62** 
,873S 2 
70**5. 00000 
.16957 
•2ft650 
.10*00 
•3d96o 
3.0*1*0 
3.67i50 
3.88150 
?60. 52000 

o.ooobo 

60.*7000 
33.56000 
.13307 
.16716 
.16759 



1*11^0000 
2706.10000 
•39.78000 
.6*529 
.1*636 
.87Q63 
-8*123.00000 
.19078 
•23190 
.10300 

•41*20 
3.1**9o 
*«l?69o 
«. 18360 
M7. 7*000 
.05000 
66.6530JO 
37. 9 7000 
.13913 
•16266 
.1*508 



1667.70000 
5056.30000 
1Q07.10000 
.*2636- 
.1*^0 
.6^ ?9 
S0367.00./00 
.16999 
.10*90 
.09300 
.*623* 
3.10550 
*.l2060 
*. 27600 
361.25000 
.05100 
72.66600 
*2. 22200 
.1353F 
,17q5« 
.1*6** 



1823.7U000 
5553.0U000 
1057.60000 
- .78799 
.1*678 
•6f623 
11T9*O.OUOOO 
•10631 
.1*720 
.0**00 
•**95fl 
3.1*620 

*.or?20 

*a*76o 
391.0*000 
.0*900 

79.^**00 

*7.^300 
1^597 

.1'700 

.10027 



Sources: Tables B-56 through B-59. 



MO 



TABLE <M4 



ST A Tt — N « 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — OI^IC* a 
OISTKICT TYPE — X 

ncASuftes of *ean» ° <. 

EQUALITY. aNO 





FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1972 


1973 


197* 


1975 




*HH ExP 


9M.i)9000 
96B.A6000 


1067.00000 


X 230 .0.1000 


1330. 10000 


2. 




2761.00000 


1922.10000 


155*. 00000 


3. 


*tS (AiiGC 


60*.*sooo 

' .9ftf#20 


979.^0000 
1.27**0 


1205.30000 


io9*.*oootr 


*. 


FED * n 


l.*2*90 


1.10*20 


5. 


*EL UN OEV 


•19507 


* .25760 


.257** 


.22610 


6. 


PEM VAR 


.A0711 


.060*9 


.0723* 


.90006 

13*270.00000 


7. 


V AH 


5*020. 00000 


1*7950.00000 


160760.00000 


a. 


COEF VAR 


.i>*696 


.36021 


.32399 


.27370 


9. 


STO OEv L6S 


O2S00 j 


.27700 


.20900 


.25100 


10. 


6IMI 


.13035 
.#9993 


.l*fl*i- 
..32739 


.160*2 


.1*511 


11. 


SI* C3HR 


.3*503 
1.73250 


•26*19 


12. 


SLOPE y 


2.07610 . 


1.95010 


1.00010 


13. 
1*- 


SLOPE U2 


2.A1300 


2.0*730 


2.709*0 


1.00600 


SLOPE US 


2.93590 


2.90x30 


3*07700 


2 • 3**30 


13. 


E** OIF 


3*3.11000 


H07. 22000 


330.77000 


r *69, 35000 


1*. 
17. 


HICK 6INI 


0.00000 

t».*i»oo 


6.0000 
'6.2X200 


o.ooooc 

06.95700 


9.00000 


lEAN A 


9*. 9x600 


ie. 


STO OEv ri 


S6.*0300 


6*. 17*00 


79,05200 


•9.62*00 


19. 


ElA$t « 


.1*96o 
.90270 


•X3910 


.122*0 
.19720 


.07660 
.13301 


*0. 


ELAST ^2 


.20322 


21. 


ELAST u3 


.J>1X36 


.2X270 


.21759 


.16*25 



Sources: Tables B-60 through B-63. 



TABLE C-45 



STATE — N n, 

UNIT "OF. ANALYSIS JNwGf PUPIL 
DISTRICT TYPE — 1 



NbASURgS OF 1EAN* 
EQUALITY* ANO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1972 



1973 



197** 



1975 



1* 


1EAN E*P 


2. 


RANGE 




rCs ra n oe 


<*. 


feo r * 


5, 


REL *in 0£V 


6. 


PERM VAR 


7.' 


VM ' 


a. 


COEF y/AR 


9. 


STO DEv LGs 


t O. 


GINI 


11* . 


Sid CORR 


•12.^ 


SLOPE w 


13. 


SLOPE W 2 


1*. 


SLOPE W3 


15. 


EXP 0IF« 


16. 


HICK GINI 


17. 


«|EA N 4 


1«. 


STO OEy g 


19. 


ELAST W 


20. 


ELAST «i 


21. 


el*st\ W3 



78i. 3 eooo 

966.A6000 
26 ">.*6000 
.41070 
.*Q599 
.99522 
1*206.00000 
.15255 
.13200 
•066Q* 
.U61*0 
1.7699Q 
1.S6960 
.06527 
36.60*00 
.000*6 
*6*S6000 
32.07600 
.1061* 
•06126 
.00367 



659.60000 
2761.60000 
365.61000 
.*9730 
.1097* 
•976Q6 
227^3.00000 
.17956 
.1*000 
•06966 
.363** 
t. 51110 
.71979 
-.11*8* 
113.8^*00 
0.00000 
51.26600 
56.26300 
.09227 
•0*595 
..00701 



9*7.99000 
1922.10000 
356.56000 
.*2930 
.0932* 
.9*362 
25*91.00000 
.166*2 
.13300 
•06**7 
.*9183 
1.67990 
l.*6720 
1.06250 
95.*6200 
0.00000 
5V. 50900 
*6. 7**00 
.10156 
.06670 
.06*22 



1069.50000 
155*. 60000 
353.12000 
.37250 
.07592 
•96152 
21*67.00000 
.15699 
.11500 
•05256 
.57259 
1.02660 
.77756 
4 5*01* 
57.*3500 
0.00000 
6*. 11600 
53.16500 
.06156 
* .0*661 
.05256 



Sources: Tables B-60 through B-63. 
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TABLE C-46 



STaTL — N C 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — OISMIC 
OISTKICT TYPfc -- 1 





MtASURES OF ILANt 








EUJALl T Y « AMD 




1975 




FISCAL Nr^rRALiTY 


19/2 




flLAN tXP 


629.00000 


4 84 .#00000 


2. 

™ 9 


R*NGE 


300.00000 


444,00000 




Rts RANGr 


201.00000 


951,00000 


If. 

~ 9 


FtJ R K 


.36673 


.32241 


5* 


RbL MM OrV 


•07103 


.06779 


6. 


PtKM t/AR 


.92112 


.93270 


7. 


yAR 


3377,00000 
.09237 


6165,00000 


s. 


COtF VAR 


,06697 


9» 


sio oev | (iS 


•06996 


•08636 


10. 


61NI 


.050/6 


•04646 


11. 


S*« CORR 


•5*946 


.27173 


12. 


SLOPE d 


3.12130 


.50004 


13. 


SLOPE J2 


2.45230 


.66756 


14. 


SLOPE 43 


1.60200 


•65692 


15. 


EXP OIF 


0.00000 


0,00000 


16. 


H*CK 91NI 


0.00000 


0.00000 


17. 


ALAN W 


32.69600 


81,59300 


ia. 


SIO OEV u 


10.26900 


42.68400 


19. 


ELAST W 


.16225 


•04615 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.12747 


•08006 


21. 


ELAST d3 


.06327 


.07909 



Sources: Tables B-65 and B-66. 
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9 
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TABLE C-47 

STATE .— N C 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — JNHGT PJPIL 
OISTKICT TYPt -- 1 





MtftSURtS OF It AN* 






EUJALITY* AND 


1972 




FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1. 


fit AN tXP 


639.00000 


2. 


R A NG£ 


300.00000 


3, 


RLs RANGE 


27*. 00000 


a. 


FEO R R 


.51269 


• 


RtL nN OEV 


.09271 


6. 


PfcRM VAR 


.93279 


7. 


VAK 


5672.00000 


a* 


COtF t/AR 


.11967 


9. 


SfO OEV LSs 


.11575 


10. 


G1NI 


.06552 


11. 


sin CORR 


.757&0 


12. 


SLOPE tf 


5.02520 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


<f. 22690 


1*. 


SLOPE W3 


3.76650 


15. 


EXP OIF 


0.00000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


0.00000 
36.28*00 


17. 


Mt AN W 


16. 


sro oev w 


10.26100 


19. 


elast w 


.2853* 


20. 


EL AST W2 


.2*013 


21. 


ELAST W3 


.21387 



1975 



900.00000 
*•♦*. 00000 
3+0.00000 
,*2951 
.08370 
.95092 
93(13,00000 
.10758 
.10296 
,05792 
.**0l6 
1.06*30 
1.691*0 
1.67560 
0.00000 
0,00000 
86.17*00 
37f 78700 
.10382 
.16195 
.160*6 



Sources: Tables B-65 and B-66. 



TABLE C-48 

STATt — S C 

UNIT OF ANALYSIS — JISTXICf 
UISTHICT TYPt — 1 





McASUrtCS OP MEAN* 












1975 




CKrii mFlITOAi ITY 


1972 


1. 

* • 


n w ^ n w ^ i 


491.00000 


744*00000 


2. 
* • 




372,00000 


11^7,00000 


* • 


RtS RANGE 


268.0000? 


610.00000 


■t • 


Ft J R rt 


,74071 


1.06440 




ptL MN nrv 

r\ w w mi uu * 


.11560 


•17374 






.85848 


.83029 


7. 


V AK 


5416,00000 


35*64,00000 


a. 


COCF VAR 


.14980 


•23848 


9* 


SIO 0£V LttS 


•14813 


•21996 


10. 


61MI 


,08304 


•12021 


11. 


Slfl COKR 


.63060 


.38614 


12. 


SLOPE U 


«t5. 70100 
61,36600 


'0.51200 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


48,437oo 


14. 


SLOPE rf3. 


60.96400 


101.72000 


15. 


EXP OIF 


0,00000 


0.00000. 


16. 


HlCK lilNI 


0.00000 


0,00000 


17. 


ULAN w 


2.25700 


2.75300 


18. 


sro oev W 


1,02100 


1.0*400 


19. 


ELAST W 


.21008 


.24446 


2«. 


ELAST Wg 


•28208 


•34131 


21. 


EL*ST 


.28024 


.35269 



Sources: Tables B-68 and B-69. 
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TABLE C-49 

STATt s r 

UWIT OF ANALYSIS — UNWG f PUPIL 
□ISTKICT TYPl -- 1 





M6.ASIMES OF MEAN* 


• ' 






EQUALITY* AND 




1*75 




F1SCAU NEUTRALITY 


1972 


1. 


McAN LXP 


507,00000 


^05,00000 


2, 


RANGE 


372,00000 


11^7.00000 


3. 


RLs RANGE 


296,00000 


60*,00U00 


4, 


FLO R R 


,60706 


1.04910 


5* 


RLL MN OEV/ 


•11678 


•15990 


6. 


PfcKN V/AR 


,90*50 


•66841 


7, 


yAH 


6003,00000 
.15284 


28259,00000 


8. 


COEF \/AR 


•20678 


9» 


S10 OLV L6S 


•15266 


•19943 


10. 


G1NI 


,06474 


•11322 


11. 


S*rt CORR 


,75655 


.55199 


12. 


SLOPE W 


80,15700 


96,30500 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


91,57900 


710,06000 


I*. 


SCOPE «3 


93,06900 


111,01000 


15. 


Exp oif 


0,00000 


0,00000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


0,00000 


0.00000 


17. 


MLAN 


2,37900 


3,04800 


18. 


sro oev w 


,87400 
•37612 


1,08400 


19* 


ELAST W 


•36464 


20. 


ELAST W2 


,42972 


• •♦1672 


21. 


ELAST W3 


,«*367i 


,42032 



Sources: Tables B-68 and B-69. 



TABLE C-50 

-- 0 

UrJlT OF ftNAL'MS — :)1<%T-<Ic» 
OlSTHicr lYPc — 1 



MtftSU^ES 'JF MEAN* 





EQUALITY* 1 MO 




1974 


1975 




FISCAL MEUTRAL1TY 


1973 




*tAM LXP 


B7P.300U0 


989.69000 


lOSl.bOOOO 




R A NGE 


1934.90000 


1612*80000 


1695.20000 




Rts RANGE 


581 ,u7ono 


707.67000 


709.56000 




FtO R £< 


.900^3 


.997*0 


.68459 


b« 


RtL m OEM 


.166»7 


•16676 


.15883 


ft. 


PL** VAR 


.90123 


.89188 


.86420 


7. 




•r&5t.e.nooou 


53973. 000C0 


56146,00000 


*. 

9« . 


CoEF VAR 


.?4b/u 


.23958 


.1:2296 


sio oev mr. 


.?350C 


•2320O 


.21600 


10. 


GINI 


.l22«5 


.12177 


.11552 


11. 


SI« CORR 


.HtOBo 


.81141) 


.79490 


12. 


SLOPE w 


l. P ,n3500 


13.2180!) 


12.86300 


13. 


SLOPE V2 


13. P3300 

14. "196.00 


13.59701 


12.92700 


14. 


SLOPE W3 


l3.17bOO 


11.33600 


lb. 


EXP OIF 


•♦15 .75000 


387.38000 


349.55000 


16. 


HICk GImI 


.09787 


.09631 


.06707 


17, 


MEAN W 


27.92700 


30.38900 


32.62800 


1*. 


SIO OEV W 


13.<*2000 


19.26100 


15.11300 


19. 


EL AST U 


•ttl447 


•41424 


•36264 


20. 


EL^ST W2 


>39B4 


.42611 


.59000 


21. 


ELA S T W3 


.u6mo 


.41289 


.34200 



Sources: Tables B-70 through B-72. 



TABLE C-51 

STATt —SO 

OMIT Op 0MAL.YSIS ~- li'-'WGT PUPIL 
OISTK IcT TYPL 3 





*!tfiSili } rS Of MEAN. 

rLIIAl T T V • A MO 

FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1973 


1974 


1975 


1 . 


MtAN txP 

1 1 « n i. ^ a i 


76«v. 96000 


Bt>4. 550(10 


967.93000 


c • 




p* 1 0 ^/ ^/ »* V 


1612.60000 


1695.20000 


X 

& • 






411.32001 


584, 73000 


Ik 

• 


PtD R R 


i n i x * T 


.64*5** 


.07952 


O • 


RtL MM HF\/ 




• 12724 


.11365 


o • 




,n6903 


.87509 


.07444 


7. 




??75p. 00000 


291 06.000CO 


29894,00000 


8. 


COEF VAR 


. 1 969? 


.19964 


.17863 


9. 


STO Otv LGc, 


,?1307 


.21«*0O 


.19087 


10. 


GINI 


.096^3 


.09810 


.06762 


11. 


SI* CORR 


.81530 


.79670 


. 75930 


12. 


SLOPE w 


12.9960*} 


12.408C0 


11.66600 


13. 


SLOPE W2 


ltl. 461 00 


13. 74000 


12.61900 


1*. 


SLOPE Irf3. 


1H.16500 


13,42300 


12,15600 


15. 


Exp oif 


271.44000 


307.18000 


284.53000 


16. 


HICK GINI 


,0«063 


.08172 


.06755 


17. 


*!EAI\| hi 


20.73500 


*1. 92600 


24.11600 


18. 


STO 0£V W 


9, 4619 0 


10. 953{» ft 


11.23500 


19. 


EL AST W 


.35181 


.31836 


.29118 


20. 


EL fl ST W2 


.39201 


,352f>4 


.»ma 


21. 


ELA ST a j 


. 383*6 


.344H1 


.30294 



Sources: Tables B-70 through B-72. 



400 



TABLE C-52 



STATE — TEXAS 

UNIT OP ANALYSIS «- OlSTRIcT 
OISTHICT TYPE 1 





MEASURES OF MEAN. 




"S 




EQUALITY* ANO 








FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1974 


1* 


MEAN EXP 


1235.40000 


— ^ A *a A A A A 

1510 •40000 


2. 


RAN6E 


25164.00000 


^ ' A A 4t m A j* A 

•7l 88,00000 


3. 


RES RA«6E 


1530.50000 


t7*7 # 10000 




FED R R 


2.17390 
•a* 930 


1,97270 


3. 


REL NN OEV 


•35552 


8. 


PERN VAR 


•A2835 


• 8*9*19 


7. 


VAR 


1 9t4kAfl aAAAA 




6. 


COEF VAR 


.A8696 


1.43280 


9. 


STO DEV LGS 


.59200 


.37700 


10. 


6INI 


.P4478 


.24818 


11. 


sin CORR 


.72107 


•88848 


12. 


SLOPE W 


.87748 


1.57780 


13. 


SLOPE y2 


1, 40560 


1.08900 


1*. 


SLOPE y3 


,Al%9l 


.79848 


15. 


EXP OIF 


1478.A0000 


1484.10000 


16* 


HICK 6INI 


•00510 


•00049 


17. 


MEAN d 


275.07000 


975.07000 


IS. 


STO OEy W 


918.A2000 


•18.82000 


19. 


ELAST y 


.1922* 


.28731 


20. 


ELAST W2 


.50798 


.19488 


2 1. 


ELAST M3 


• 17855 


•14541 



Sources: Tables B-73 and B-7j 



4i)l 



TABLE C-53 

STftTt '•• TEXAS 

UNIT OF ANALTSIS — UNWGT PUPIL 
0IST8ICT TYPE — 1 



RtASURES OF REAN* 
EQUALITY. AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1974 



1975 



1, REAN EXP 

2, R*NGE 

3, RE3 RANGr 

4, FED R R 

9. REL RN OEV 

6. PERN VM 

7. v*« 

6. COEF WAR 

9. STJ OEV L6S 

10. G1NI 

11. sin CORR 

12. SLOPE H 

13. SLOPE U2 

14. SLOPE U3 

15. EXP OIF 
14. HICK 6InI 
17. MEAN H 

16. STO OEV W 

19. ELAST M 

20. EL*ST U2 

21. ELAsT US 



Sources: Tables JB-73 and B-74. 



1029.50000 
25164, 00000 
750.56000 
1.11200 
.16069 
.63930 
63494 ,00000 
.24476 
.22600 
.12099 
. 60420 
1.46970 
1,74540 
2.05500 
416,62000 
.01860 
93.41400 
101.69ooo 

.13517 
.15637 
.16647 



1232.30000 
67i"86, 00000 
776.15000 
.66760 
•14026 
.66372 
765*4.00000 
.22451 
.16900 
.10395 
.62227 
1.72000 
1.65100 
2.26760 
1*55.66000 
.01663 
93.52700 
49.61300 
•13054 
.14046 
.17364 



4') 2 



TABLE C -54 

STftTL — J ASH 

UNIT OP ANALYSIS DISTRICT 
OlSTKIcT TYPE — 1 

1tASU«ES OF MEaN» 





EQUALITY. ANO 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 


1970 


l~7"f 


1. 


mlam exp 


BI3- /9000 


ll 30000 


2. 


range 




«606 • 00 000 


3. 


RES RA^GE 


rt ^s. >■ ll a «•» 4% 

/BOa^h-OOO 


1 303.20000 


4. 


FLO R R 




1-97020 


5. 


RLL iN 0£V 


•25257 


• 2 7bo7 


6. 


PtR«1 V AR 


.TICS 




7. 


V*R 


131850. noooo 


29(1610.00000 


e. 


COEF tfAR 


,*4620 


.47474 


9. 


SIO OEV LGS 


.31000 


.35600 


10. 


G1NI 


.17621 


.20029 


11. 


Sl« CORR 


.70000 


.60610 


12. 


SLOPE M 


1.92600 


2.15600 


13. 


SLOPE U2 


1.1*5530 


4.27600 


1'4. 


SLOPE W3 


1.75700 


3.36800 


15. 


Exp dip 


«*63.«S7000 


ln27. 80000 


16. 


HICK 3TNI 


.11836 


.13708 


17. 


ULAN J 


110.43000 


i 12.51000 


IB. 


STO OEV W 


131.95000 




19. 


EL AST W — 


- ^6T36T 


.21217 


20. — ELAST j2 


.19744 


.42079 


21. 


ELAST kJ3 


.23842 


.33144 



Sources: Tables B-76 and B-77. 



TABLE C-55 



STATe. — WASH 

UMlt OF AMAL^STS -- UMWGT" PUPIL 
OlSTKlcT TYPE 1 



MLASUReS OF MEAN* 
E«UALITY. AND 
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 



1970 



1974 



1# ULAN £XP 

2. R*NGE 

3. RF-S RANGE 
<f. FtO R R 

5. RLL MN DEV 

6. pLRM WAR 

7. WAR 

8. COEF V AR 

9« S^O OEV LOS 

10. G1NI 

11. Sl« CORR 

12. SLOPE H 

13. SLOPE W2 

14. SLOPE W3 

15. EXP OjF_ - 

, — HTCTT G1NI 

17. MEAN W 

18. STO DtV W 

19. ELAST W 

20. ELAST W2 

21. ELA S T W3 



792.18000 
4549.50000 
•♦82.04000 
.81917 
.15951 
.86388 
23619.00000 
.194*2 
.19203 
.10884 
."54510 
2*20000 
2.75300 

239.29000 
.06389 
58.36800 
38.24200 
• 16215 
.20291 
.23062 



1087.70000 
5606.80000 
791.74000 
1.10110 
.15366 
.81532 
51640. OOOC'O 
.20892 
•21428 
.11515 
.52530 
3.46600 
4.06700 

327I75000 
.06755 
62.49100 
54.43400 
.19913 
.23*66 
.27542 



Sources: Tables B-76 and B-77. 



